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PRINGIPLES and CHARACTERS 
OF THE 


BURGHER SECEDERS 
FROM THE 


Groundleſs Aſperſions caſt upon them by Mr. Ropgat 
SuiTH, Miniſter of the Antiburgher congregation 
at Auchenleck, in his pamphlet, intitled, Se/f- 
inconſiſtency exemplified : wherein the Burghers oppaſi- 
tion to their own profeſſion of religion is demonſtrated. 


N JAMES MENZIES, a Member of be 
Burgher congregation in Kilmarnock, 55 
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To which is Subjoined, 


The ACT of the AssoclarE SyNop, met at Stirling, | 
the 29th of October, 1747, declaring; me NuLLITY 
of the. Pretended Synod, that firſt met in Mr. Gip's 
houſe in Briſto, near Edinburgh, April roth, 1747. 
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Rom. xv. I. Him that is weak in the faith receive you, but met fo. Ä 
doubtful diſputations. KT 

Phil. tl. 16. Let us therefore, as many as be perſett be 922 ing. 0 
ed; and if in any thing ye be otherwiſe minded, Gel nr. 
veal even this unto yet Ver. 16. Nevertheleſs, tete ub 
have already #ttained, let us walk by the ſans] ad Wet ws" . 
mind the fame thing. qo” 

Titus iii. 9. But avcid contentions, and ſtricingi 5s theeg IL 
law, for they are unprofitable;and vain. | 
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AM very conſcicus to myſelf, that the ſubject the following 

Arremer treats of, has already been handied by far abler 
pens ; yet, as many of this preſent generation know very little 
abut theſe writings, and as Mr. Smith has thrown out ſome 
things againſt the Burgers, which few ever before him ventur- 
ed to do, I thought it might prove uſeful to ſuch as know little 
if the controverſy, between the two contending parties, ta ſhew 
m what footing both parties ſtaud, and to aitow the canaid 
reader to judge fer himſelf. 

There is not a part of the Antiburghers conduct, from firſt to 
laſt, but Mr. Smith ſe:ms to approve of ; the awful cenſures, 
paſt on ſevera! godly Burgher minilters, not excepted : Nay, he 
wenly indicates their condutt on this head; and tells his readers, 
that the Antiburgher fund could not eaſily reconcile their con- 
act to the word of God, if they had not gone the length they did, 
in excommunicating the Burghers, with the higheſt cenſures of 
the church. | 

I the follouing ſheets, I have endeavoured to ſhew, that 
the firſt Seceders never did ſecede from the National Proſeſſion 
if the church of Scotland, but from a prevailing party in her 
ſulicatories, carrying an a courſe of defection. -— I have alſo 
ſwed, that the ſcbearer f the religious clauſe in the burgeſs- 
uth, neither ſwears te the profeſſion, ur to the lettlement of 
rexwron, but to the true religion 1TSELF, profeſſed and ſettled. 
=l have a'ſo ſbezun, that it cannst be lawful for any one to 
fuer, either to his own profeſſion, nor to the profeſſion of an- 
aher; as the proſeſſion made by imperfett men, vide in this 
imperfect ſtate, will always be imperfef.—T have alſo ſhewn, 
that the Antiburghers ſeparation from the original affectate ſynod, 
ad conſtituting @ new ons in Mr. Cib's houſe, was unwairant-' 
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e PREFACE. 
| able and unprecedented.— And, laſtly, That the awful cenſure, 
paſt on the Burgher miniſters, was a ſinful proſtitution f 4, 


diſcipline of the Lord's houſe, 
© Perhaps ſome readers may be ready to wonder, why the Burgh. 


ers keep up a ſeparation from the eſtabliſhed Church, ſeeing they becau 

maintain that they never ſeceded from the profeſſion of the natis. 77 

nal church, as conſidered in her ſtandards. intra, 

I ſhall only ſay, for myſelf, and I have not the leaſt doubt hut alas { 

moſt of the Burghers will join me in it, That it never was, he. efter, 

| catſe I thought that the true religion was neither authorized ij ſibly, 
IJ law, nor profeſſed in this realm, that I turned Seceder : Ni, | trude 
could not do this, unleſi I was to ſhut my eyes againſt the cleareſ duct 

evidence to the centraty. And, 1 dare ſay none, withut itey if the 

are blind with prejudice, can read the act of Parliament 1 699, nol on 

without being obliged to acknowledge, that the true religion is ac: leene / 

fually authorized by the laws of this realm. The r 

ER 8 Neither is it, becauſe I think that there are no orthodox mi- in the 
. niſters in the e/tabliſhed church : I am perſuaded there are jet, Th 
. even yet, ſame in it, who believe and teach the doctrines they mg, 
were ſolemnly fworn to at their ordination ; and who aliny that Conjun 
patronage is an unſupportable burden, which neither we nor cur 10 paſs 

fathers were able to bear ; yea, that ſuch an office in the church is who, 
entirely unknown in the inſpired volume: and that the ſinful owt th, 
practice of intruding miniſters on reclaiming congregatims, in avi 
conſequence of a preſentation from a Patron, without the call they / 

"the majority of the people, is not only contrary to the wird s leine 

God, but contrary to the very law of nature, and the laws ef e. far a | 

very well governed ſeciely. — Nay, I believe there are yt fome He, 

in the eſtabliſhed church, who believe election, as well as ofdt ring u 

ö nation, is efſential to conſtitute a lauſul miniſter of Chriſt, ti g 
any par ticular congregation. fallen 

4 But, alas! what can theſe good men do in the preſent ſituati i nt m 
3 on of matters? they may indeed teach the doctrines of the goſpe! change 
| and they may teſtify againſt the contrary errors ; and ſome 4 urtye 
3 them I hape do fo; but then, they muſt take care no! 10 teſti/ he 
againſt any of the deciſions of the ſupreme judicatory of the liguate 
= church: they muſt obey their orders, even though it ſouls be to ter 10 
4+ ſettle an Intruder. In/tances of this might be given, where t good 1y 
6 wubhale miniſters within. the baundt of the Preſoytery, where th we the 
Wo intruder was 10 be ſettled, have been ſummoned, by (Fe aut 1 % f 
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IA e. Y 
ty of the General Aſſembly, to grace the ordination with their 
perſonal preſence, under pain of cenſure : Nay, may not an in- 
ſtance be given of their actually depoſing ene, [ viz. Mr. Gilleſpie] 
for no other crime than merely refuſing to ſettle an intruder, 
decauſe contrary to the light of his conſcience? 

Theſe good men may tell their people, that they are perſuaded 
intruſions are ſinful, and a heavy grievance to the church ; but, 
alas! perhaps theſe very good men may, in a few weeks there- 
alter, give the intruder the right-hand of fellowſhip ; and poſs 
bly, be obliged to addreſs that very man, who was lately in- 
truded, by the venerable title of Moderator. Is not ſuch a con- 
tuft as this, making ſhip-wreck of a good conſcience ? Whereas, 
if theſe good men are really perſuaded, that the miniſter, who 
wt only wants the call of the people ; but comes in againſt the 
keeneſt oppoſition, wants the call of Cod to that congregation, 
The rule in this caſe evidently cught to be, Whether it be right 
ir the ſight of God, to obey Cod or man, judge ye. 

Thus we ſee theſe pood miniſters, however deſirous and will- 


conjunction with the eſtabliſhed juaicatories.— And thus it comes 
fo paſs, that a door is opened for filling the church with men, 
who, inſtead of having no other motives in taking that office, 
wt the © honour of God, love to Jeſus Chriſt, and a deſire of 
Having ſouls, and not any worldly deſign and intereſt,” as 
they fwear at their ordination, give too much evidence. of their 
laing little eiſ in view, thau being put into the Prieſt's office 
fir a piece of brea/. 


rg with maral harangues, inſtead of the peculiar doctrines of 
the geſpel. How do theſe men exalt the powers and abilities of 
fallen man, contrary to the dietrine of Jeſus, who tells us, With- 
out me ye can do nothing? , how is the word grace ex- 
changed by many for the word virtue; goſpel holineſs for moral 
urtye : ſell-riohteouſueſs, for the rinhteouſneſs of Chriſt? How 
i the words imputed righteouſueſs, d Harded by many as an an- 
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me, can work no relief for the poor oppreſſed people, while mm © 


Hence it alſo comes to paſs, that cur pulpits are made to 


quated uſeleſs phraſe * How do they, inſtrad of leading the fin- 
ker to Chriſt, as the only propitiation for in, lead him io his ewn' 
had works, as the ground of his acceplance with Co? Nay, 
e there not ſome, wha ſcarcely ever mention the name of Jef 
nal their ſermons ? How courary this to the canduct of. the as. 
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paoſtle Paul, who defired to know not hing among his hearers, zu, 


« moſt. of the miniſters of this church? 


7. 
: 


Chriſt and him crucified ? As the Rev. Mr. Davies ſays, in q 
other caſe, O Jeſus! what little need is there for thee, — 


On which account, many are in danger of being famiſhed fir 
the bread of life. Need we any prof of all this ? May [ not appeal 
to the conduct of theſe orthodox miniſters, who, inſtead of en. 
playing their neighbouring miniſters at their ſacramenta! occaſe. 
ens, emp'oy them perhaps from many miles diſtance, ſuch a; 
they know preach the doctrines of grace, and by whom they think 
their people will be edified ? 

Thus we ſee, that may eccupy pulpits, whoſe very ſermms 
(as Mr. Smith ſays in his pamphlet en original ſin) is a repeated 
act of perjury, by their teaching doctrines contrary 10 [cripture, 
and the confeſſimn of faith, which they have folemnly adcpted. 

So we fee, that it is abſolutely impoſſible ſor any miniſter 
however good, however great, to keep his garments clean, a; 
matters ſtand in the eſtabliſhed church: IWhy ? becauſe, although 
he may and does preach the goſpel himſelf. and although he dif: 
approve of the doctrines taught perhaps by his neighb:urins mi. 
miſter ; and although be diſapprove of the manner in which ſe 
was ſettled ; yet, he is obliged to keep ſilence, at leaſ} as lo the 


ſettlement, or lay his account with being ſo2n declared to be no 


longer a miniſter of the eſtabliſhed church of Scotland, 

Theſe, reader, are my principal reaſons for being a Seceder; 
and I am ſure, if you are an Antiburgher, you wil! approve of 
them ſo far. Tet you may perhaps ſay, Are not all thoſe you 
mentioned, the profeſſion of the eſtab'iſhed church * I anſfiver; 
no : The only way ts Anu the profeſſion of any church, is by the 


ſtandards (he adopts, and the engagemenis her miniſters come 


under at their ordination : in this reſpect, the profeſſion of the 
church is good ; but her practice, in deviating from theſe, is bad: 
and it is from this practice that I ſeceded. 

I uu that there is ene oljeftion which is often made by 
many, namely, that Seceders deny the communion of ſaints, 
when they cannot keep communtin with the good men that are in 
the eſtabliſhed church. This objection goes upon a miſtaie : they 
do not diſtinguiſh between the communion of ſaints, and church: 
communion ; whereas they are really very di{tin things. The 
Seceders own and teach, That all who are united 1 Chriſt, tht 
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tricns head, have communion with him in his graces, ſufferings , 
eurreftion, and glory, and in each others gifts ; and that they 
ve obliged to the performance of ſuch duties, public and private, 
have a tendency to promote their good, both in the inward and 
ward man: but then they conſider the communicn of ſaints, 
ul church-communion, as very dictinft things, If they were 
lane, then we muſt grant, that the church of Scotland ſhould 
mit into her church-communion, Quakers, Moravians, Mectho- 
ifs, Independants, Epiſcopalians ; nay, even Papiſts, unleſs it 
granted, that there can be nv ſaints among theſe. I am quite 
lain, very few ſeber Presbyterians weuld approve of ſuch 
nfuſton in the church yet, if they were all one, this muſt be 
ke caſe. | 

| have now only to add, that you are nit to expect any fine 
lik in this Pamphlet ; this cannot be expected from one of my 
ities, However, if you find what is therein defended agree- 
tle to truth, I hope you will excuſe any inaccuracies in it. 
The whole of it is the work of hurried hours, ſpared from the 
net of others. 
The pre fixing of my name to it, does not flaw from affeftation ; 
y principal reaſon for this was, that the world might not blame 
y of the party I am connected with, for any thing that may be 
wing in it: I am only reſponſible to the public for it. Another 
ruſm was, that Mr. Smith might not have cauſe to complain, 
x be does in his dedication to the Presbytery of Ayr, % That the 
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KILMARNOCK, Fs 6 
Oct. 10. 1778. 
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T is certainly the duty of every hearer of the goſpel, to | 
try, not only the doctrines and tenets taught by their mi- 1 
niſter, but alſo the acts and decrees of church judicatories, * 

whether or not they be agreeable to the rule of God's word; and 

to receive or reject them as they (hall be found conſonant ar dif i | 
conſonant to that unercing ſtandard. Hence the Bereans are 

commended for trying the doftrines of the apoſtles themſelves, 
whether they did agree with that part of the canon of ſcripture 

then extant, | | 4 
doubt, ſo long as the people of God remain ia this x 

Perfect ſtate, where they only ſee and know but in part, they - 4 

hill differ about many things, as to what may be fin and duty, 4 F 

ſpecially in matters that are not clearly taught in the word of 3 

od. This ſhould teach them to exerciſe mutual forbearance N 

(wards one another, to bear one anothers burdens, and fo ful- 71 

ll the law of Chriſt. But, alas! inſtead of this, how oft do 

ſe find them acting a very different part? how oft do we find 

tem, carrying their differences to the moſt extravagant lengths, : 

id that too, for differing merely in their judgments about dif- 4 | 

able points, the lawfulneſs or ſinfulneſs of which cannot be 1 | 

inted out from the word of Gol? How contrary this to the "$8 

Wine injunction, Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, but 1 

i deubtſul diſputations ? | #3 4Þ | 
ferhaps a more melancho'y inſtance of the truth of this, 34.000 

n ſcarcely be produced, than that unhappy difference which 2. 
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4. 
M place among Seceders, about the meaning of the religions I 
luſe of ſome burgeſs oaths; namely, the following, viz. F 
vere | proteſt, before God and your Lordſhips, that I profeſs 4 
ind allow with my heart, the true religion, preſently profeſſed 14 


Whin this realm, [v. Scotland] and authoriſed by the laws 
lereof ; I ſhall abide thereat, and defend the ſame to my. 
les end, renowncing, the Roman religion, called papiſtry. 
iſs who were againſt ſwearing this ela (now called Anti. 
"WH bs = 


- 2 
r 


1 ; | ( 10 ) 
E. berg hes) maintained, that whoever ſwore that clauſe, or approved 
of it, did thereby homologate, not only all the deſectiong in the 
eſtabliſhed church ; but alſo, all the defects and omiſſions of the 
revolution ſettlement of religion. Thele, on the other fide (now 
called Burghers) maintained, that it was neither the profeſſi 


n of 
religion, nor the /ett/ement of it, to which they ſwore, but to 5 
the TRUE REL1GION profeſſed and ſettled, And that the true wort 
religion was profeſſed and ſettled within this realm, they appealed thus 
to the acts of Parliament themſelves. ingly 
Thus ſtood matters; the Burghers could not ſee with te ably, 
Antiburghers eyes; they were equally as deſirous to come 10 exco! 
the knowledge of the truth, as the Antiburghers were. Both 0 
parties had eſpouſed the ſame cauſe ; bu: now they ate broken migh 
in judgment, about the meaning of a few words. As has been of th 
already obſerved, the Burghers could not fee the ſinfulneſs 6 being 
ſwearing that clauſe; the An'iburghers, who condemned i ce in 
could not point out one ſcripture to dicide the difference. The bleſs 
Burgher party inſiſted, that as the ſinfulneſs of that clauſe coul eenſu 
1 not be proven from the word of God, there (hould be, in H cou 
1 mean time, a mutual forbearance; and that both parties con ers, | 
3 tinue together, in a friendly manner, and join in prayer an of Gt 
108 conference, in order that they may come, through the Lord Th 
; pity, to ſee eye to eye in this affair. This friendly overtur of the 
i the Antiburghers rejetted ; alledging, that this would. be 2 to them 
" lerating of a known fin, at leaſt for a time. But the majovit) for th 
it being on the ſide of the Burghers, who were for a mutual to Rober 
bearance, the Artiburghers ſeparated themſelves, and conſſitut chenle 
a new Synod : where they ſoon found, that the Burghers ha pampt 
raaterially dropt the whole teſtimony ; and conſequently had lol has dr 
any preſent aCtval right ro the exerciſe of the keys of the kin hers el 
dom of heaven; at laſt they libelled and cited them to apPe! W. 
before the barr of their new Synod. | expect 
Tbe Burghers, who ſtill continued members of the origin throw 
Aſſociate Synod, not conſcious of any real crime they had colt but, u 
mitted; and alſo being perſuaded, that the Antiburgbers de to find 
conſtiuiion, was unprecedented and unwarrantable, never 100 f 
the leaſt notice of theſe libels T. Upon which, the Aal e 
' a 7 
i i i notice of theſe pretele ave / 
RUN w 4 dares en ae, by the Rev. ug 91 h 
Ezzxezer ExSKiN BAG Fisn R, may conſult the preface to a Pai be 


intitled, 0b/cr vations upon the condulf of the ſeparating brethren. 
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bers found the libels proven, and cenſured their brethren, firſt 
with depoſition, afterwards with the leſſer ſentence, and at laſt 
with the greater ſentence of excommunication. Dreadful in-. 
ſatuation! 

The Burghers conſidered theſe awful cenſures, as a proſtitu- 
inn of that ſolemn ordinance of the Lord's houſe, And, as a 
worthy Author obſerves, theſe Burgher miniſters, who were 
tus delivered over to Satan, lived as holily, preached as edify- 
ingly, had as many ſeals of their miniſtry, and died as comfort- 
aby, and now reigns as triumphanily in glory, as any of their 
excommunicators. 

One might have thought, that, by this time the Antiburghers 
might have come to fee, that they had exerciſed the diſcipline 
of the Lord's houſe on improper objects; but, fo far is this from 
being the caſe, that, in their ſynodical faſts, ſeveral of which 


re in print, they generally have this clauſe, * That the Lord may 


Weſs the Cenſures of his houſe *; eviderily refering to theſe 
enſures paſt upon their brethren, the Burghers. On which 
xecount, many tender chriſtians cannot join them in ſuch pray- 
ers, looking upon them to be a ſolemn profanation of the name 
of God. 

The Antiburghers always endeavour, to impreſs a bad opinion 
of the Burghers on the minds of their hearers, by repreſenting 
them as men of no principles; men who have dropt a teſtimony 
for the cauſe of truth: and, as if all this were not enough, Mr, 
Robert Smith, miniſter of the Antiburgher congregation of Au- 
chenleck, has taken the field againſt them, and publiſhed a 
pamphlet in which, I think, of all that ever were before him, he 
tas drawn the moſt dreadful, though unjuſt picture of the Burg- 
bers character. : 


When I heard of this publication, I procured a copy of it, | 


expecting that, perhaps, he had found ſomething that might 
ron new light upon the thread-bare and inſipid controverly 
but, upon reading it, how was I altonithed, and diſappointed, 
to find, jaſtead of ſolid arguments drawn from the word of God, 


In the late printed cauſes of a faſt agreed on at Edinburgh, the 24th of 
uguſt, 1778, in the petitory part of the act, p. 18, 19. they expreſs them ;- 
eyes in the following manner: That he [the Lord] would recover ſuch as 
ä have loſt their way, in this day of clouds and darkneſs; particularly theſe 
| who have fallen from their witneſſing profeſſio:,—convincing them of their ſin, 
and Heſing the CENSUR Es inflicted for bringing them to repentance :* *® 
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. Hitle elfe than railing accuſations, groundleſs aſperſions, 28 
metaphyſical quibblings !—I am perſuaded few, even of tj, 
Antiburghers themſelves, will approve of this performance; here 
is ſuch a bitter and invective ſpirit breathes through it, as can. 
not fail to diſguſt every intelligent reader. 

In one place, p. 4. Mr. Smith affirms, that all the Burghers 
preaching is in ſupport of a ſinful fearing. In another place 
he ſays, Can they be reckoned honeſt miniſters by honeſt men. 
In a third place, he maintains, that in their own profeſſion 
they are apo/tates.—— Again, he compares their conduct to Plat; 
on account of which, he ſays, No wonder theſe adheting tg 
& the tcſtizzony of Jeſus, deny their authority.'-—Are thee the 
ſmooth ſtrains of the chriſtian, the miniſter of Chriſt, who looks 
upon himſelf bound, by the laws of his great Maſter, not to 
ftrive, but in meckneſs to inſtruct thoſe uU oppoſe them{{lyes! 
Is it poſſible that Mr. Smith believes what he has wrote ? cr. is 
it the effect of paſſion, or a fiery zeal, like the diſciples, who 
would have fire come down from heaven, that dictated to his 
pen? Certainly he believes what he has wrote, otherwite the 
moſt extenſive charity cannot account for the bitter and ricplent 
manner in which he treats the Burghers. | 

Whatever Mr. Smith may think of it, I am perſuaded, that 
this is not a proper time for the profeſſed friends ot Chit to 
bite and devour one another; to expoſe one another 10 the 
world: theſe things can have no good effect; no: they have 
a tendency to ſtumble the weak, to harden the wicked, and to 
open the mouths of enemies to ſpeak evil of the good ways of 
the Lord. Had Mr. Smith, inſtead of endeavouring to expoſe 
the Burghers to ridicule, improven his ſpare time and talents, 
in compoſing healing overtures, in order to make up the unhappy 
differences between the two contending parties, this would have 
x£joiced many of the Lord's people, and intitled himſelf to the 
amiable character of a peace-maker, whom the Lord Jeſus him. 
felt declares are bleed, 

Several of theſe miniſters, whoſe characters Mr. Smith en- 
deavours to ſully, are now beyond the reach of the ſcourge of 
tongues: and whatever duſt he may have caſt upon their me— 
mory, I am certain, their memory will remain ſavoury to all 
who had the happineſs to hear them; and their writings wil 
be refreſhing to all the true lovers. of Jeſus, in the church, !9 
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de end of time. And whether or not they have been benefi- 
dal and helpful to himſelf, ſhall not be poſlitively affirmed ; 
bot ſure we ate, they have been ſo to many of his brethren, 
eſt of far greater abilities, — And were it not the regard I 
awe to the glory of God, and to the character of thele great 
mea, which he has injured, I could gladly have choſen to have 
den as a deaf man, who heareth not; and as a dumb man, 
not opening my mouth : but when I find Mr. Smith calumni- 
zing the Lord's ſervants, miſrepreſenting matters of fact, and 
pzrverting the ſcriptures to wrong purpoſes, I thought it my 
duly, however weak, to throw in my mite towards the vindi- 
ation of injured truth, and bleeding characters; and to leave 
le event io him who can make uerm Faceb threſb the mceun- 
tains, — 5 
Mr. Smith appears to be aware of one mighty obſtacle in his 
wy. He finds it will be no eaſy taſk to prejudice ſuch 2gainſt 
tbe Burghers, as are acquainted with their writings, or have 
keard their doQtrines, And, in order to remove is difficulty, 
te tells his readers, in his Introduction, "That the Burghers 
s thei preaching goipel doftrines, will be of little avail for re- 
& commending them to ſoch as properly conſider their Bible,” 
He adds, in another place, „ This, I fay, is a very uncertain 
6 recommendation ; perſons have taught a number of undoubt- 
" ed truths, and after all had the wrath of God burning hot 
« 2painſt them for theit teaching.” For proof of this, he 
ates Job xlii. 7, 8. when, after a ſtrange comment upon this 
act of holy ſcripture, he runs the parallel between the conduct 
af Job's three friends, and the conduct of the Burghers. Page 
(th, ſpeaking of Job's friends, he ſays, “ All their doftrine, 


Job. — Juſt ſo in the preſent caſe; a number gf precious 
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* cofrines, we doubt not, are taught by the bu and 
* It is equally certain, that all that teaching is in 
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"ted; Neither will the Burghers ever be upon a footing to 


and vindicate that act of ſynod which they have condemned.” 


* all their diſcourſe, was in a way of injuring the character of 
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way of 
deſending a ſinſul ſwearing ; I ſay, all their preachingyjs'in 
* ſupport of a ſinful ſwearing,” -- He adds, page 5th, pes 
and his two friends could never be upon a footing to'ſpeaktiof 
the things of God right, until they made ſatisfaRtion for theit 
"Wrong ſpezking, and vindicated the character they had injur- 
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* preach right, until they make ſatisfaction for their offence, . 
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Mr. Smith, in the above paſſages, is obliged to own, That 
the Burghers preach the goſpel; at leaſt, that they teach x num. 
ber of precious doctrines. It is well that he owns even thus 
far, But, I muſt beg leave to tell bim, that whatever bad opi- 
nion he may have of the Burghers, that others who have heard 
both him and them preach, will, without heſitation declare 
that the Burghers whole docttines are equally as orthodox : 
his own : and I am perſuaded, that he cannot point out ons 
doctrinal error taught by the Burghers, in any of their ſermons 
hitherto publiſhed. There certainly lies a fly inſinuation under 
his ſaying, that they * teach a number of precious doftrines 
as if they, at leaſt, taught ſome erroneous ones. However, 
he has not ventured to affirm it explicitly, I need only appeal 
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to the ſermons publiſhed by the Burghers, and to their explicy Mi, 
tion of the Aſſembly's Shorter Catechiſm, for a ſpecimen of their WY All th 
orthodoxy. The doctrines taught by them in theſe {ermong, tion 2 
and in that Catechiſm, will recommend them to every one who ing te 
properly conſiders their Bible, unleſs they are blind with preju. proſti 
dice againſt them. TI can chearfully refer, not only the reader, vindic 
but allo Mr. Smith himſelf, to their explication of the third pauſe 
commandment in that Catechiſm ; and after he has read it, 1 any t 
could appeal to himſelf, whether there be any thing in that ex- applic 
_ plication in ſupport of a /inful ſwearing. perſo 
For my part, I am at a loſs to gueſs Mr. Smith's meaning, Iluſt 
when he aſſerts, That all the Burghers preaching is in ſupport of ther 
a ſinful (wearing. He certainly cannot mean, that the Burgh- of G 
ers preach Bible truths; and yet, at the ſame time, preach theſe God, 
very Bible truths in ſupport of a ſinful ſwearing. I am rather M 
inclined to think, that he means, that as the Burghers cannot denc 
be brought to ſce with his eyes, the ſinfulneſs of the burgels lwea 
oath, their preaching of goſpel truths goes for nothing in the oath, 
ſight of God: yea, that he is angry with them for their preach- terw 
ing thele goſpel truths, This muſt be the meaning, or his bim 
words have no meaning at all: and that this is his meaning ap- there 
pears from what follows: “ Neither will the Burghers ever de ſters 
« upon a footing to preach right, until they make ſatisfaction ia o 
46 for their offence, and vindica e that act of ſynod which chey and 
4% have condemned.” lt would be needleſs to take any no- all e 
tice of the frequent repetition he mikes' of the word right. mue 
Alas! might not he himſelf, when thus writing, have been afraid they 
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ell the Lord might be ſaying to him as he did to Job's friends, 
Te have not ſpoken of me the thing that is right? Pray, what 
conneftion is there between Job's friends and the Burghers ? 
Does the Lord's being angry with them for ſpeaking wrong, 
prove that he is alſo angry with the Burghers for their preach- 
ing goſpel doctrines? May not the intelligent reader fee at 
once, that this ſcripture proves nothing againſt the Burghers ? 
ſs not this a making a noſy wax of the ſcriptures? Might not 
this ſcripture, with as much, and more equity, have been turn- 
ed againſt the Antiburghers, becauſe they have injured the cha- 
raters of the Burghers, by depoſing them from their miniſtty 
and, at laſt, in an unwarrantable and unprecedented manner, 
delivered them over to Satan ?—A terrible compliment indeed! 
Might not the Burghers, with as much reaſon, argue thus, 
All the Antiburghers preaching is in ſupport of a ſinful depoſi- 
tion and excommunication ? Nor will they ever be upon a foot- 
ing to preach right, till they make ſatisfaction for their ſinful 
proſtitution of church cenſures on the Burghers ; and until they 
vindicate their characters which they have injured ?—Make a 
pauſe here, reader, and conſider whether that text has proven 
any thing againſt the Burghers; and if you do not think it as 
applicable, and more ſo, to the Antiburghers themſelves. Every 
perſon, producing a text of ſcripture to prove a point, or to 
illuſtrate it, ought to take particular care, that he makes no o- 
ther application of it than was originally intended by the Spirit 
of God ; leſt, in the iſſue, he be found to ſpeak wickedly for 
God, 
Mr. Smith certainly ſhould have given the public better evi- 
dences, that all the Burghers preaching is in ſupport of a ſinful 
lwearing ; he ſhould have proven the ſinfulneſs of the burgeſs- 
oath, from the word of God: but how he has done ſo, ſhall af- 
terwards be conſidered. Meantime, I would beg leave to aſk 
bim the following queſtion, and would wiſh to know his anſwer 
thereto, namely, Upon ſuppoſition that a ſynod of godly mini- 
ſters and elders, conſiſting of thirty conſtituent members meet, 
in order to decide whether a certain oath be lawful or ſinful, 
and there are only ten members preſent at that meeting; they are 
all equally deſirous to be guided of God in the deciſion : after 
much reaſoning upon the lawfulneſs or ſinfulneſs of that oath, 
bey are found to be broken in their judgment about it ; ſome 
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tre of opinion, that that oath is a very finful oath; others, « 
qually zealous for truth, are of a quite 'different Opinion, 4 
think the oath lawful. — Members being thus divided in the 
judgment, ſome healing overtures are propoſed : on the faih 
of theſe overtures being fallen into, three of the members 90 


home; but four of the remaining ſeven inſiſt, that the only heal 


ing overture that can be adopted, js a deciſion by votes. The 
vote being put, four of them vote the condemnation of that 
oath ; the other three proteſt againſt the deciſion. Theſe why 
thus proteſted, give in their reaſons of proteſt in due time; but 
theſe condemning the oath, neglect making out their anſwers 
againſt the next meeting of ſynod thereafter. At a ſecond 
meeting of ſynod, members are more fully met ; they reſume 
the affair of the oath: at this meeting, a majority appears to 
be difſatisfied with the deciſion, and inſiſt, That as the members 
of ſynod ar: divided about that oath, the people under their 
charge muſt be divided alſo; therefore, they are of opinion, 
that nothing ought to make a term of communion in the 
church of Chriſt, but ſuch things as can be determined by the 
word of God: whereas they find, that theic brethren who car- 
ried the vote for a condemnation, never pointed out one text 
of ſcripture to prove the ſiufulneſs thereof: they therefore in- 
fiſt, that the deciſion (hall not be made a term either of mini. 
ſterial or Chriſtian communion, but that both parties continue 
together, and exerciſe mutual forbearance, till ſuch time as the 
Lord clears vp their way more fully, and that this matter be 
put to the vote, 

Theſe again, on the other ſide inſiſt, that no ſuch vote fal 
be put, as exerciſing a mutual forbearance, in this matter, would 
be tolerating a ſinful ſwearing, at leaſt, for a time; but being 
overpowered by numbers, the vote is put; it carries for a mu- 
tual forbearance towards one another; till the Lord, in his good 
time, let them ſee eye to eye.— Theſe on the other five, wid 
look upon the oath to be ſinful, ſeeing this vote go againſt them, 
came to find,” that their brethren, who vored for 2 mutual 
forbear>vce, have dropt the teſtimony as among their hands; 
and alſo find, they are no longer a lawfol conſtitute court of 
Chriſt : therefore one of them proteſts, that the whole pow?! of 
the ſynod is divolved upon the minority, who condemned the 
oath, and were againſt a mutual forbearance; and at the ſame 
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ime deſires all who will adhere to him, to meet in another place 
next day: Accordingly, ſuch as were on his {ide meet next day, 

conſtitutes 3 new and different ſynod, chuſes a new moderator 
2 clerk, proceeds to buſineſs, and finds, the brethren who dif- 
ered from them in judgment about that oath, have loſt all right 
to the preſent actual exerciſe of the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven 3 and therefore libels and cites them to appear before 
their barr, as pannels, to anſwer for their ſaid conduct. 

The other party again, however keen for peace, cannot, 
without making ſhipwreck of a good conſcience, app-ar before 
2 ſynod, which they look upon as not lawtally conſtitute; the 
crimes laid againſt them, they cannot ſee to be ſinful; they are 
conſcious to theraſelves of the iategrity of their condutt ; upon 
which account they diſregard the ſummons given them by their 
brethren, The members of the new ſynod, being irritated at 
their diſobedience, proceed firſt to depoſe them from their office, 
and afterwards to paſs the higher ſentence of excommunication 
wzinſt them. 

The reader, who is acquainted with the hiſtory of the un- 
happy rupture which took place, between the Burghers aud 
Aatiburghers, about the burgeſs oath, will ſee a ſtriking ſimi— 
ity between the foregoing ſuppoſition, and the conduct of 
both parties about that oath. 

Now, which of the ſides would Mr. Smith eſpouſe? The 
matter of difference is merely a difference in judgment. It is a 
difputable matter. One fide thinks this way, the other fide 
thinks that way; they cannot be brought to ſee with one ano— 
hers eyes. Does not Mr. Smith think mutual forbearance be- 
eme neceſſary in this dilemma ? does he not think, that it 
would be very ſinful for the one party to impoſe their light of 
that affair upon the party differing from them, unleſs ſcripture 
could be brought to decide the difference? does he think the 
word of God would warrant the making ſuch a diſputable point 
ater of communion ? what reply will Mr. Smith make to this 
(eſtion ? Scripture fails him; it warmly recommends mutual 
ſorbearance. Where then (hall he betake himſelf ? Why, he 
as ſtill ane ſtrong hold left, namely, that a court of Chriſt, 
« ſynod, found that oath ſinful; and that therefore it was fo. 
Fiiſul (hift indeed! Does not he know, that all ſynods made 
W of fallible and uninſpired men, ſince the apoſtle days, may 
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err, and have erred; and that their acts and decrees are no 
farther binding on the conſcience, than they are found to agtee 
with the word of God? does he not know, that a majority of 
the conſtituent members of that ſynod, which condemned the 
Burgeſs oath, were againſt that deciſion, although they were 
abſent when the deciſion was paſt? Does Mr. Smith think tha 
all acts of ſynod ought to be made a term of communion ? 17 
he does, then certainly that act of their ſynod, finding the Burg, 
hers loſt all right to the preſent actual exerciſe of the keys of 
the kingdom of heaven, and that they were proper objects of 
the higher excommunication, ought to be made a term of com. 
munication with them allo, which he denys is made ſo, iq the 
laſt page of his book. 

What proof does Mr. Smith produce to prove, that the 29 
of ſynod, condemning the burge's oath, ought to be made x 
terry of communion? The reader will fee it in his introdue- 
tion, p. 5. where he ſays, Let none ſiy, why ſhould (ach 
© notice be taken of acts of ſynod? The obſfervino of ſuch 
adds is a matter of Chriſt's particular injoining.— For prod 
of this, he cites the epiſtle ſent to the church of Thyatira, Rev, 
ii. 24, 25. where Chrilt ſays, I will lay upon you none other 
burden, but that which ye have; hold faſt till I come x. Where 
Mr. Smith ſays, „The burden which they had, relative to Jezi- 
© bei's docttine, was an act of ſynod; of which ſee, Acts xy, 
© 28, 29.— Their holding faſt this act, was what Chriſt in. 
© joined upon this church.” Pray, who denies it? But has not 
Mr. Smith fallen into the (ime blunder here that he did about 


. 8 . * 1 of f. 
Job's friends? Does he think, that the act conJemning rhe my 
. - ala 
burgeſs oath, has the ſame authority that the act of the ſynod " 
ns i 
of Jeruſalem hid +? and that conſequently Chriſt injoins the gef 
J : N 
ſame obedience to that act of ſynod, condemning the buryels os 
oath, as be did to the act of the ſynod of Jeruſalem ? Could as 
. { 

* As the burgeſs oath, had never before been the matter of a teſtimony in but 
the church of Scotland, does not this ſcripture prove, that the Burghers dil 1181 
not drop the whole teſtimony, when it is certain, that even the Act and Teſti- | 
mony does not ſo much as once mention the burgets oath ? 7 un! 

+ Chriſt indeed injoins obedience to the act of the ſynod of Jerutaiem; lim 
but, does that prove, that every act of ſynod, ſince the apoſtles days, are tg "= 
be alſo obeyed, without judging whether they are right or wrong? No; un pri 
lefs Mr. Smith think, that all acts of ſyaod fince the apoſtles days are infallible ( thi: 
If he thinks they are, he does not act like a proteſtant, who believes, council bas 


and ſynodgmay ew, and have erred. He really ſpeaks as if he thought thi 
act condemning the burgets oath infailibie, 
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the members of that ſynod, pronounce their act with the ſime 
authority the members of this ſynod did? See what they ſay, 
Ads xv. 28. For it ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt, and ie us. 
It ſeems Mr. Smith really thinks, the one act has the ſame ſtamp 
of authority upon it that the other has; for he adds, p. 6. 
: Chriſt ſays, Hold faſt that act of ſynod concerning that oath ! 
Thus we may ſee, that the obſerving acts of the church is 
tz weighty matter,'— Might I not here aſk the members of the 
Antiburgher ſynod, is this thy ſon's voice? Ts this the lan- 
ouage of a proteſtant, a preſbyterian divine, thus inforcing an 
implicit nd unlimited obedience to acts of fallible men? I appeal 
to the candid reader, if Mr. Smith has mentioned one Jimitation 
here. Is this not a giving up the cauſe to papiſts, wo main- 
tin, that an implicit obedience is to be given to the acts and 
decrees of their councils and ſynods, without ever examining 
whether they are agreeable to the roles of God's word or not? 
Who would imagine Antiburghers were ſuch friends to Rome? —- 
The Burghers principles, with regard to the binding obligation 
of acts of ſynod, correſpond with our excellent Confeſſion of 
Faith on that head. See chap. 31. ſect. 3. where, ſpeaking of 
acts of ſynod, it maintains, that, © The decrees and determinati- 
© ons of the church, if confonant to the word of God, are 
to be received with reverence and ſubjection, not only for 
their agreement to the word of God; but allo for the power 
hereby they are made, as being an ordinance of God there- 
{ unto in his word.“ But, at ſame time, they deny, that an 
implicit and unlimited obedience is to be piven to the decrees 
of fallible and uninſpired men, without weighing them in the 
balances of the ſanAtuary, And that this is the doctrine of the 
firſt Seceders, lee Mr. William Wilſon and Alexander Mon— 
cieft's repreſentation to the commiſſion of the general afl-mbly, 
1733. In p. 38. they ſoy, We are indeed, by our ordination 
' vows, to ſubject onrfelves to the judicatories of the church; 
(but it is not an ebſolute ſubjection that we engage unto x it 
is not a blind and implicit obedience that we bind ourſelves 
onto, but a ſubjection in the Lord; a ſubje-tion qualified and 
' limited by the word of God, and the received and known 
e principles of this church.'—They add, Such a principle as 
ibis, (meaning the obedience the judicatorics of the eſtabliſhed 
church were then enforcing upon them.) * We are perſuaded is 
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t contrary to refortnation prineiples, and one of the great et. 
« gines by which antichtiſt doth ſtill maintain his ſeat. 

But, how different is Mr. Smith's principles from this? He j 
for injoining obedience to that act of ſynod, condemning the 
burgeſs oath; and, in a preſemptuous and daring manner, declares, 
* Chriſt ſays, Hold faſt that aft!” without ever pointing out 
where he has ſaid ſo.— Does Mr. Smith thipk, that his readery 
will pin their faith to his zp/e dzxits? No, by no means 
hope he will allow them to be weighed in the balances of the 
ſanctuary; and only believed fo far as they agree to that uner. 
ring ſtandard &. 

Mr. Smith, in p. 8. in giving an account of the riſe of the 
Seceſſion from the eſtabliſhed church, ſays, „ Thai the fir 
& Seceding miniſters had a quarrel with the profeſſion that 
« church was making, otherwiſe their ſeceſſion had been alto. 
«« gether without cauſe,” That the firſt Seceders had a quarrel 
with the /inful practices carried on by a majority in the judi- 
catories of the eſtabliſhed church, is granted; but that they ei. 
ther ſeceded from the profcfſion of the eſlabliſhed church, or 
ever lifted up a teſtimony againſt it, is flatly denied: and Mr, 
Smith is hereby called upon to make good his aſſertion, from 
any or all that has been wrote concerning the ſeceſſion by the 
Seceders, from the day they firſt began to contend again! the 
| defeftions of the National Church, to the day that the Anti 
burghers ſeparated themſelves from the original Aſſociate Synod, 
and conſtitute a new Synod in Mr. Gib's houſe, on the fc 
day of April, 17.47. 

Certainly theſe firſt Seceders were the beſt judges of their 
own aclions; they certainly knew beſt their own reaſons for 
making a ſeceſſion : and the beſt way to come to know their 
grounds, is to hear the reaſons they have left on record. If 
they had any quarrel with the profeſſion of religion, which tle 
members of the judicatories of the eſtabliſhed church were mal. 
ing, they would have certainly told us; but ſo far was this 
from being ever mentioned by them, that they made tbe 900 
profeſſion the members of thefe judicatories had made, an argu 


Mr. Smith, in defending the ſynod's act condemning the burocſs oath, 
ſeems to have drunk deep in the cup with his father Mr. Muckarſie, who ſtre- 
nuouſly pled the infallability of the ſynod's act, in his peace and truth recom- 
mended, p. 25,26 ; and for which, and his defence of the cenſures, he got 
a'pretty {mart drubbing from the Author of Peace and unity defended, p. 31,45 
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dent againſt them for carrying on a courſe of defection.— 
Theſe firſt Seceders could not quarrel] the profeſſion of religion 
made in the eſtabliſhed church, without alſo quarrelling their 
ton profeſſion : they knew the members of theſe judicatories, 
particularly the miniſters, had come under the ſame ſolemn 
engagements that they themſelves had come under; or, in 
other words, more agreeable to Mr. Smith's phraſeology, had 
made, at their ordination, the very lame identical profeſſion of 
xelipion with themſelves. Accordingly, theſe firſt Seceders 
made their own ordin«tion vows an argument for the ſteps they 
took, againſt the defections carried on by a majority in the ju- 
dicatories of the eſtabliſhed church. 

True, indeed, the Antiburghets, ſince the unhappy breach, 
have ſtated a quartel againſt the national profeſſion of religion. 
All their books, which I have ſeen on the controverſy, abound 
with the word profeſſion ; but the definition they give of that 
word ſeems to me caculated to impoſe on the ſenſe of the rea- 
der: they generally confound the word profeſſion and the word 
ractice, as if they were ſynonymous terms, or words that bore 
the very ſame meaning: as if a perſon could not make a good 
profeſſion of religion, and yet act a very different part in his 
praffice, Alas! fad experience, and the word of God, puts 
the melancholy truth beyond all doubt. A perlon may profeſs 
to know Cod, and yet in works, or practice, deny him, 

And that the miniſters of the eſtabliſhed church do make a 
zood profeſhon of religion, when licenſed and ordained, to this 
rery day, is evident, it the folemn engagements they come un- 
der are conſidered. 1. They ſolemnly profcſs to believe the 
ſeriptures of the old and new Teſtament, to be the word of 
God, and the only rule of faith and manners. 2. They pro- 
ſels to believe the whole dofirine of the Confefſi5n of Faith, ap- 
proven by the General Aſſemblies of this church, and ratified 
by law in the year 169 o, to be founded on the word of God; 
and they promiſe to own the dotiines therein contained, as the 
wnfeſſion of theic faith, 3. They profeſs, and become ſolemn- 
ly bound to own preſbyteriol chvrch-oovernment and diſcipline; 
ind profeſs to believe the ſame to be ſounded on the holy (crip- 
ures, namely, the government of the church by Kirk-Seſſions, 
Itlbyteries, Synods, and General Aiſemblies ; and they promiſe 
lv ſubmit to ſaid government and diſcipline, and never, directly 
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nor iadirectly endeavour the ſubverſion of the ſame. Nox 
would beg leave to aſk Mr Smith, Does not any one who profeſſe 
to believe the whole doctrines contained in the word of Goa 
and briefly ſummed up in our Confeſſion of faith, profeſs the 
true religion? Does not one, who ſolemnly adopts Preſbyterian 


church-government and diſcipline, and declares the ſame to be 95 
founded on the word of God, make a good profeſſion ? 1f any nants 
one who had made ſuch a good profeſſion, and ſhould after. hey | 
wards act a very different part by his practice, might not 2 te. | 
ſlimony be lifted up againſt that perſon's practice, withodt alfy a 
lifting one againſt his profeſſion ?—5So0 the firſt Seceders did tel. | * 
fy, and ſo the Burghers to this day do teſtify againſt the back. 5 
* * . . . * * ( 
ſlidings and evil practices carried on in the eſtabliſhed church; 5 
i 
but they do not, nor cannot condemn the profeſſion, as conſ. = 
4 { 
dered in her ſtandards, * 
Mr. Smith perhaps may anſwer, Their proſeſſing religion it. 2 
ſelf, cannot be a good profeſſion of it, unleſs they profeſs religi 5 
on in a certain profeſſion of it. He ſays ſomething like this, * 
. - . k 
in p. 10. where, ſpeaking of the Covenanters, he ſays, © They 18 
. * . . * 1 C | 
« engaged not immediately to religion itſelf, but to religion, | 
* . . 5 . 4 W: 
« in a certain profeſſicn of it &.“ I confeſs, I cannot under cif? 
ſtand ſuch unintelligible reaſoning. Strange! what does it fig: Mer 
nify what they engaged unto, if it was not to the true religion 5 
iiſelf? What ſignifies what they profeſſed to believe, un. 1 
lels they profeſſed to believe the whole revealed will of God, "I 
and to practiſe theſe duties inculcate upon them in his word; 7 
and uvnleſs they bound themſelves to teſtify againſt, and re * 
nounce every doctrine which might be found contrary to bis 25 
revealed will? What would theſe Covenanters themſelves ſay, 5 
were they alive to read Mr, Smith's ſtrange reaſoning? Would 9 
they not conclude, that he, inſtead of vindicating their condutt, Go, 
| \ 
* I ſuppoſe, when Mr. Smith ſays, that the Covenanters ſwore, not t9 Ma) 
religion atſelf, but to religion in a certain profeſſion of it, he means, that they tri; 
ſwore to it as the Presbyterian religion, in coutradiſtinction from Epi 2 
and every other falſe proft on ot it. This certainly muſt be his meaning; «| 
and this is all granted: but all this will not prove that it was the true religion, difl 
in a certain proteſſion of it, that they ſwore to, but to the true religion uſelf; 3 
unleſs Mr. Smith will graut, that there may be different profeſſions of the pre 
ſame true religion, which would be abſurd, Unleſs it be the true religion for 
itſelf that is profeſſed, the profeſſion is wrong; and every profeſſion of the of 
true religion is a good one, however imperfect it may be. Is not Preſbytery 
a part of the revealed will of God? Yes: then it is certainly a part of Fe" 
Iigion ; but, accorcingy to Mr. Smith, a perſon who ſwears to protels Preſby- 5 
tery, ſwears to Preſbytery in a certain profeſſion of it: that is, we ſuppoſe, may 
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n entering into theſe ſolemn covenants, he was bringing a /lur 
upon it, by telling the world, that it was not religion itſelf, 
which they engaged unto in theſe covenants, but religion in 2 
ertain profeſſion of it? | 

Reader, get your Confeſſion of Faith, and read theſe cove- 
rants themſelves ; hear the verdict of theſe covenanters, where 
they ſay, « We all, and every one of us underwricten, proteſt, 
that after long and dae examination of our own conſciences, 
( in the matters of true and falſe religion, we are now tho- 
rouphly reſolved in the truth, by the word and Spirit of God; 
and therefore we believe with our hearts, confeſs with our 
© mouths, ſubſcribe with our hands, and conſtanily affirm be- 
fore God and the whole world, that this only is the true 
 Chiiflian faith and religion.'—Here obſerve, it is the true re- 
loin itſelf, which elſewhere they call God's eternal truth, which 
they ſwore to. But, fays Mr. Smith, as an evidence that it 
was not religion itſelf which theſe Covenanters engaged unto, 
{It is the reformed religion, the reformed religion of the 
church of Scotland, which they ſware unto.'— Well, is not 
a ſwearing to the reformed religion, a {wearing to religion it- 
ſelf? No, ſays he; © the true religion itſelf cannot be reformed.” 
Metaphyſical quibble indeed * - Why, according to him, it 
was not the true religion itſelf which they engaged unto : pray, 
what was it then? Is there any medium berween the true re- 
ligion and a falſe religion? Either the ſyſtem of religion adopt- 
ed by every perſon muſt, 1. Be the true religion itfelt ; or, 
2, It muſt be a compound of both truth and error; or, 3. Ir 
muſt be altogether a falſe religion. Norv, a ſwearing to the 
true religion, is a {wearing to God's eternal truth: and certainly 
nothing can come under the notion of true religion itſelf, bur 
God's eternal truths, revealed in his word. Perhaps, Mr. Smith 
may ſay, Well, you acknowledze, that ſome may profeſs the 
rue religion; others a compound religion, made up of truth 
a\d error; and a third ſet, a falſe religion; and ſo, there are 
Uflerent ways of profelling religion: therefore, it was to the 
prefeſſion made by ſuch as profeſſed the true religion, the re- 
ſo med religion, in contradiſtinction from both the other ways 
df profeſiing ir, that the covenanters engaged unto. 


* Certainly the reformed religion muſt be the true religion itſelf, unleſs there 
may 


: be a true religion which is not reformed; or, in other words, a true re- 
don which is a falſe one. 


I own there may be different profeſſions of religion in the 
world; yet it is denied, that it was a profeſſion that the com 
nanters ſwore, but to the belief and practice of the true rel i 
on of Jeſus itſelf. What is true religion, but the whole - 
of God revealed in his word, containing faithful promiſes and 
doctrines for the faith of mankind ſinners, and infallible rules 


for their conduct? Or, in other words, doctrines to be believed, religne 
and duties to be performed. Now, when any one ſwears to the BM the dt 
belief of theſe doctrines, and practice of theſe duties, is this not Ne 
ſwearing to the revealed will of God, or to religion itſelf ? 89 Does 
that it was not religion in a certain profeſhon of it that wx the w 
ſworn to by theſe covenanters. Alas! what ground of triumph word 
has Mr, Smith given to the avowed enemies of theſe covenants, Faith 
to tell the world, that it was not religion itſelf, and God's eterna the v 
truths, that theſe covenanters engaged or ſwore unto, but reli churc 
gion in a certain profeſſion of it ? ble ; 
Mr. Smith's argument, that religion itfelf cannot be reform. If th 
ed, proves nothing to the point; for, when theſe our forefa- fad 
thers ſwore to the reformed religion, they thereby mean tru WW iten, 
religion itſelf, free of the many errors which ſinful and wicked quart 
men had mingled it with: and when they promiſed to endes they 
your the reformation of religion, this is not to be taken in the of t] 
ſtricteſt ſenſe, as if they meant that they were to r- WW ip 
form the religion of Jeſus abſtractly conſidered; the meaning [ 
was, that they would endeavour to purge out every error and from 
corruption, mingled by men of corrupt minds, with that troe te p 
religion : and, indeed, their doing fo, was a part of ihe true ſtabl: 
religion itſelf. The word of God commands to take the red tins | 
ous from the vile; but, at ſame time, thefe covenanters never himſ 
conſidered theſe errors and corruptions under the notion of true 4 
religion; no: God's eternal truth, the true religion, will always and 
be the true religion; and this was what was ſworn to by theſe lhe ( 
covenanters. — fa 
To illuſtrate this point a little further, I ſhall, quote what were 
is faid of religion by the apoſtle James, Chap. i. 27. Pure 7+ * 
ligion and unde filed, before God and the Father, is this ; 16 viſit th 
the fatherleſs and widews in their affliction, and to keep him 
unſpotted from the world, Now, ſuppoſe a perſon becomes un Jo 
der ſolemn covenant and vow to God, that he believes this LM 
a1 


doctrine, as being God's eternal truth; and that he (hail pri 
tiſe theſe duties, viz. that he ſhall, through the ſtrengit of 


| . 4 ' " 


( 25 ) 

ace, endeayour to viſie the fatherleſs and widows; and that 
be ſhall endeavour to keep himſelf unſpotted from the world, 
1 would aſk Mr. Smith, whether does that perſon ſwear to re- 
on 50e; or to religion in a certain profeſſion of it? This 
dare ſay, he will not preſume to affirm, nor can he do it, with» 
aut contradicting the word of God, which plainly ſays, Pare 
religion aud andefiled b:fore Cod and the Father, is this, namely, 
te duties after · mentioned in the verſe. Ts as 

Now, in order to come to the point, I would afk Mr. Smith, 
Does not the ſcriptures of the Old and New Teſtament contain 
the whole of true religion? Are not the doctrines taught in the 
wo-d of God briefly ſummed up in our excellent Confeſſion of 
Faith? Is not prefbyterian government and diſcipline founded on 
the word of God? Do not the miniſters of the eſtabliſhed 
church ſolemnly adopt all theſe? If they do, which is undeni- 
wle; do they not then profeſs the true reformed religion? 
If theſe do not contain the whole true religion, where ſhall we 
fad it? And if they profeſs and engage unto that religion, 
then, certainly, no ſeceder can warrantably ſecede from, or 
quarrel the national. profe//i2 of the church of Scotland, although 
they are warranted to withdraw from every brother, or perſon 
of the ſame profeſſion, who walks diſorderly; and who gives 
his good profeſſion the lye, by his bad practice. 
[ have already called upon Mr. Smith to produce one voucher 
from any or all of the writings of the Seceders, before the breach 
o prove that they had a quarrel with the profeſſion of the e- 
ſablihed church. I ſhall now produce hat they have ſaid on 
ths head themſelves, and leave the judicious reader to jadge fort 
timſelf in this matter. | | 
Two of the very firſt Seceders, viz. Meſſ. William Wilſon 
and Alexander Moncrieff, in their Repreſentation laid in before 
ve Commiſſion of the general Aſſembly, 1733. p. (mibi) 39. 
Make an argument of their ordination vows, for the. ſtep they 
vere then taking; their words are, The ſenſe and impreſſion 
e have of our ordination vows, moved us to take the ſtep 
that is now ſo much condemned. We have epgaged and 
' promiſed never to endeavour, directly or indirectly, the pre- 
* Judice or ſubverſion of preſbyterian church government and 
diſcipline: and that to the utmoſt of our power we ſhall aſſert 
and. malntaig he ſame. What treſpaſs, ſay they, have we 


6286 
committed againſt any article of our Confeſſion of F ich; 
or, wherein have we tranſgreſſed againſt any of the e 


principles, or approven rules of this church, that our mother 
ſons are ſo very angry with us, as to threaten to caſt us N 


a of the Lord's vineyard ?” Page 47. It is not very pleaſ 
to us, that we are obliged to lay open the ſinful and u . Ave 
c rantable ſteps of ſuch who profeſs to be of the ſame Wen ane 
„ rian denomination with ourſelves. ere is a me 17 thaw 
gainſt the ſinful practice the judicatories of the eſtabliſhed ho f "5 
were carrying on; but not a ſyllable againſt their profeſſc dos 
nay, theſe Seceders remind them of their profeſſion, as ws San 
gravation of the ſinfulneſs of their practice; and aa * l 1 
not from the profeſſion of the eſtabliſhed church, but Nm x 
prevailing party in the judicatories, carrying on a cauſe of 4 byter 
fection, that the original Seceders ſeceded from, I might refer pa or 
reader to the firſt and ſecond Teſtimony ; but, as quoting t e give 
many paſſages from theſe, would ſwell this pamphle: to > too with 
moderate ſize, I ſhall confine myſelf to a few inſtances _ 290 
The firſt I ſhall mention is one of the ſections of the firſt rel. f 
mony; it is intitled, © Reaſons by the proteſting mini f ar 
their ſeceſſion ſrom the e en Wo 4s * 
church, Now, according to Mr. Smith's aſſertion, Rhee fron 
ſons ought to be altered, and run thus, * Reaſons by the pro. »_ 
« teſting miniſters, for their ſeceſſion from the Prores510N of after 
& the eſtabliſhed church.” In another place of that Teſtimony = 
they ſay, Our ſeceſſion is not from the church of Scitland; 
© we own her doctrines contained in her Confeſſion of F wah to me 
© but it is from a party who have got the management in their = 
g hands, and who have got the majority on their ſide in the "4 
« judicatories, particularly in our aſſemblies and commiſlions ” 
© and who are carrying on a courle of defection Here 8 a 
that it muſt be the eſtabliſhed church which they refute they 4 
had made a ſeceſſion from; but from her judicatories : theic - 
mentioning .a majority, &c, puts this beyond all doubt, that . 
it was the eſtabliſhed church they meant. « 
I might here adduce Mr. Thomas Mair's declaration and le- C 
ceſſion from the eſtabliſhed judicatories, and Mr. Ralph Erlline's N 
adherence thereto; where, Mr. Erſkine ſays, I think myſleli * 
: obliged to join them in this matter, (meaniag the firſt fqur * 
miniſters, who made a ſeceſſion) * not as they, are a pre/oyter), lib 
or a judicatory ſeparate from the church of Scotland; but 3s ch 
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i they are a part of that ſame church, conſtituting themſelves 
in the Lord's name, as a judicatory of miniſters aſſociating to- 
+ gether, diſtin from the preſent judicatories of this church, 
and witneſſing againſt their corruptions and defefions ; inſo- 
much that by withdrawing from theſe judicatories at preſent, 
and joining with the faid brethren, I intend, I underſtand no 
( withdrawing from miniſterial communion with any of the 
: godly miniſters of this national church, that are groaning un- 
i der, or wreſtling againſt the defeftions of the times, even 
though they have not the ſame light with us in every particu- 
her, contained in the foreſaid Teſtimony,”—After the above 
was read before the preſbytery, Mr. Mair declared to the pref- 
bytery, that, He was of the ſame mind with his brother Mr. 
( Erſkine,” The preſbytery found that the grounds of ſeceſſion 
given in by theſe two brethren, were the ſame, upon the matter, 
with theſe, upon which they themſelves had ſometime ago de- 
cared a ſeceſſion, 
[ would recommend a reading of theſe two miniſters reaſons 
for making a ſeceſſion, where they will clearly ſee, as in a ſun beam, 
that it was not from the profeſſion of the eſtabliſhed church, but 
from her judicatories that the ſeceſſion was made; neither did 
theſe miniſters erect themſelves into a ſeparate judicatory, tif 
after they were thruſt out, and depoſed by the eſtabliſhed judi- 
cator ies. | 
Mr. Adam Gib, miniſter of the Antiburgher congregation in 
Edinburgh, in a late edition of the Act of Teſtimony, neu- 
modeld, corrected, and publiſhed by him, has ſeen cauſe to leave 
out Meſſuers Mair and Erſkine's reaſons of ſeceſſion, although 
they had been judicioully approven of by the Aſſociate Preſby- 
ery, and formerly always publiſhed along with it. No doubt he 
aw a neceſſity for ſuppreſſing any light that might be got from 
theſe papers, well knowing, that were people to peruſe them, 
tiey might eaſily diſcover, and find out, that the Antiburghers 
re now upon a very different footing to what the firſt Sec ders 
vere; and that the dreadful charges brought by them agaioſt 
ine Burghers, of dropping the whole Teſtimony, would recoil 

vpon themſelves, | 
[ might have alſo produced, ſor ſtrengthening my argument 
on his point, the firſt four ſeceding miniſters An{wers to the 
lbel given them, by the eſtabliſhed; judicatories, wherein they 
Marge them with making a ſeceſſion from the church, Theſe 
D 2 | 
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Sad; 
miniſters, in anſwer to this charge, ſay, * The feceding mi; 
* fters have always owned, that they have made a ſeceſſion from 
© the prefent judicatories of this national church, but they r. 
< fuſe that ever they have ſeceded from the communion of the 
church of Scotland. But, paſſing this, I ſhall produce why 
the Rev. Mr. William Wilſon ſays, in his defence againſt Mr. 
Currie. Mr. Wilſon, who was one of the firſt four ſeceding 
| miniſters, and who had a principal hand in compoſing the ſe. 
cond Teſtimony, in his anſwers to Mr. Currie, who had chary. 
ed the ſeceders with making a ſeceſſion from the nations 
church of Scotland, ſays, in his Defence, p. 71. * I hope] 
« may affirm, in behalf of the members of the Aſſociate Preſby. 
* tery, that they deſire, through grace, never to ſecede from 
the conſtitution and principles of the national church of Scot- 
land; but to contribute their endeavours for the defence and 
ſupport of the fame : and therefore, they are not conſiituting 
a diſtinct church; but only, as a part of that church, are 
endeavouring to teſtify againſt a courſe of defection carried 
on by the majority. — When the greateſt part of a nztional 
church are involved in a courſe of defection from the prindi 
ples of that church; that part of the church, though lelſer, 
who defire to cleave to their conſtitution and principles, and 
who, for this end aſſoeiate together, to mike open profeſlion 
of their ſaid principles, are not a diſtinct church from the na. 
tional, but a part of the fame only, however diſtinct they may 
be from the majority of the preſent repreſentatives of that 
national church, while they are carrying on a courſe of de. 
fection, in oppoſition to the received principles of that church 
whom they repreſent.— Thus we ſee, that this great man 
differed very widely from Mx. Smith, and bis party.—l would 
really be glad to know what comment Mr. Smith, or any of his 
party, would make on the above paſſages. 
Might I not alſo bring Mr. Smith as an evidence againſt him. 
ſelf, in his Dedication of his Pamphlet on Original Sin, to the 
Preſbytery of Ayr? He there ſays, when ſpeaking of that ſin, 
It is a docttine contained in the divinely inſpired volume, and 
« from thence has a diſtinguiſhed place in that Confeſſion of 
© Faith, which both you and 7 have ſolemnly adopted.” Docs 
not Mr. Smith himſelf here allow, that the true religion 15 a0 
teaſt profe/ionally adipted in the eſtabliſhed church? 
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93 
However, paſſing this, I (ball now obſerve the ſtrange ac- 
count Mr. Smith gives concerning the Breach, p. 8. About 
i thirty years ago it was a queſtion in the ſynod, whether Ir 
ns la wful for ſeceders to ſwear the religious clauſe in ſome 
( burgeſs oaths. The ſynod, condemning the ſwearing of that 
{ dauſe, a few proteſted againſt that deciſion. Theſe proteſt- 
i ers, being joined and ſupported by ſome others, ſeparated 
( from the ſynod. Thus a rupture took place.“ Strange! 
ſs this a candid and honeſt account of that unhappy affair, to 
ſy that theſe proteſters, end theſe who joined them, ſeparated 
from the ſynod, when the very reverſe is the truth? That the 
ſwearing of the Burgeſs Oath was condemned by a majority of 
ſuch members as were preſent, at that meeting of ſynod in April 
1746, is granted; but how was it condemned? It was con- 
lemned by a mere catch on the ſecond week of the ſynod, 
when one half of the conſtituent members were abſent. To 
prove this, I need only inform the reader, that the Aſſociate 
Synod at this time, conſiſted of fifty-lix conſtituent members, 
viz, twenty-eight miniſters, and as many elders. When the 
teciion was got paſt, there were only twenty-ſix members pre- 
ſent, Before the vote was pur, the Burghers moved, that this 
tote be delayed till next meeting of ſynod : accordingly the 
yore was ſtated thus, Delay fill next Synzd, or Condemn, The 
"te being put, thirteen voted condemn ; three members did 
not vote at all, and nine voted delay, Seven of the nine who 
vted delay, entered a diſſent and proteſt. It is worth noticing, 
That on the firſt week of that ſynod, there were thirty-ſeven 


h members preſent : one of the elders preſent, when the vote was 
n put, had only come up the ſecond week of ſynod ; fo that the 
Id vhole of the members preſent at that meeting, firſt and laſt, were 
1s lirty-eight ; of theſe there were only twenty-ſix preſent, when. 
he eeciſion was made: ſo that it appears twelve members had 
Ne ode kome, and eighteen had not attended that meeting of 
Ie nod at all; fo that, on the whole, there were thirty of the 
n, awful conſtituent members abſent when the vote was put. 
d The next meeting thereafter was at Sticling, in September 
f 1746. The ſeven proteſters againſt the ſentence had brought 
6s in their teaſons of proteſt in due time, to a committee appoint- 
at 


to receive them, and make anſwers ; but that committee ne- 
Fefted having their anſwers ready againſt that meeting. This: 
teirg the caſe, the Burghers propoſed conference and prayer, 
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© be made a term of communion, or not.” 


| burghers, on the other hand, inſiſted, that a previous vote be 


( 39.) 

in order to remove miſunderſtandings about the deciſion of l 
ſynod. Some time was accordingly ſpent that way; after which 
the following queſtion was put, Whether the deciſion of Aj 
© laſt, ſhould be a term of miniſterial and Chriſtian communion, 
© or not?“ Some of the Antiburghers propoſed a previous Vote, 
Lay aſide that queſtion, or not?“ The previous queſtion being 
put, it carried, * Term of communion, or not.” Whereupon 
Mr. Moncrieff made a motion, that the vote, Term of commy. 
nion, or not?“ ſhould be delayed till next meeting of ſynod, 
This being voted, it carried delay till next ſynod ; upon which 
ſixteen proteſted againſt the delay. From which it may be cb. 
ſerved, that the Antiburghers themſelves made it the buſineſ of 
next ſynod, to vote, whether the deciſion of April laſt, ſhould 


When the Synod met at Edinburgh, in April 1 7 47, there nere; 
were upwards of fifty- ſix members preſent; viz. twenty. nine The 
miniſters, and the reſt elders: and as the former meeting of ſynod H bom 
had made it the buſineſs of this meeting of ſynod, to decide of tl 
whether the act, condemning the ſwearing of the burgeſs oath, conf 
ſhall be made a term of communion, or not. The Burghers Wine t] 


inſiſted, that the vote be put, Whether the deciſion anent the WWWunio 


religious clauſe in ſome burgeſs oaths, paſſed in this ſynod in ſaid 
« April 1746, ſhall now, or afterwards be made a term of mi- 
© niſterial and Chriſtian communion, ay and until the making 
of the ſame to be ſo, ſhall be referred, by way of overture, 
< unto Presbyteries and Kirk-ſeſſions, in order to their giving 
« their judgment thereanent : That ſo there may, in the mean 
time, be a friendly dealing among the members of this ſynos, 
* with one another, in a way of conference and prayer, in 
© order io their coming, through the*Lord's pity, to ſee eye to 
« eye in the matter of the ſaid religious clauſe,” The Ant. 


put, namely; * Proceed to call fer the reaſons of protell, and 
« anſwers thereto, for having them conſidered ; or put the for- 
mer queſtion, viz. the (one propoſed by the Burghers)'— 
The vote being put, it carried in favours of the Burghers mo- 
tion, namely, That it be voted, whether the deciſion of April 
1746, anent the burgeſs oath, ſhall be made a term of com. 
munion, or not: twenty. nine members voted, that the Burghe!s 
queſtion ſhould be voted z twenty-two voted, that the reaſons 
of proteſt, taken by the Burghers, and the anſwers thereto, ve 


. — 
*. 


l 

| called for, and diſcuſſed, before the Burghers queſtion be 

The Antiburghers finding this vote go againſt them, began 

o turn deſperate : they now ſaw, and feared, that there would 

e fill a greater majority on the Burghers ſide, when their 
weſlion came to be voted. A good many of the Antiburgher 
viniters, had already, at their ſacraments, during ſummer 1746, 
wade the deciſion a term of communion. They ſaw that they 
hemſelves had made it the buſineſs of this meeting to vote the 
urghers queſtion, by their voting and carrying, at the former 
peeting, a delay of that queſtion till this meeting. What to 
o they knew not: their fair expectations were now in danger 
being ruined. However, the vote was .put,—carried for 
 Burghers, notwithſtanding of ſeveral diſſents and proteſts 
tered by the Antiburghers, againſt that affair being voted at all. 
The vote having carried againſt the Antiburghers mind, Mr. 
Thomas Mair proteſted, © That the lawful authority and power 
of the Aſſociate Synod, is dcvslved upon, and muſt lie in a 
conſtitute meeting of the foreſaid miniſters and elders,” mean- 
g theſe who were for making the deciſion a term of com- 
punion. He alſo declared and proteſted, * That the fore- 
bid members ought, in duty to the Lord and his heritage, to 
uke up and exerciſe the authority and power of the Aſſoci- 
ae Synod, lawfully and fully devolved upon them as above; 
and, for this end, meet to-morrow in Mr. Gib's houſe, that 
they may regularly enter upon, and proceed in the buſineſs 
of the ſynod.” Mr, Mair having read this paper, he and o- 
er twenty-two proteſters, deſerted the ſynod, fitting with 
ar moderator and elerk among them &; and, on the footing 


"Mr. Adam Gib, in his Survey, Vol. IT. p. 31g. in his examination of Mr. 
Ns Impartial Sarvey,—in which book Mr. Hall puts the queſtion, * Did not 
lie moderator acquieſce, by continuing to fit after the ſentence was paſſed, 
in April gth, 1747.?* To which Mr. Gib anſwers, —* And ſo the ſurveyor 
ears not to ſet up his face at this time of day, in contradicting a moſt certain 
ſit, which none of thoſe then preſent are known to have ever queſtioned, 
— ough ſer forth in original publications upon the ſubject. That the mode- 


moderator is yet alive, and certainly will not ſay otherwiſe.' How Mr. 
55 could ſet up his face in the year 1974. to ſay that the moderator, Mr. 
mes Mair, did not fit when the ſentence was paſt, is aſtoniſhing —He cer- 
ly has forgot, that Mr. Ralph Erſkine not only queſtioned it in 1748, (ſee 
ons " view of Mr, Gib's remarks, p. 5. where he ſays, © That the moderator, 
= Rev. Mr. James Mair, declined to officiate while the queſtion then ia 

ie was voted, as our author aſſerts, p. 4. (meaning Mr. Gib) is a direct 
Hundreds of witneſſes ſaw him in the chair, both chen and at 
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mor withdrew along with the oppoſers of the ſecond reſolution, on the 
Wit of April gth, and returned not to the reſolutioners till next day. That 


ö 


632) 


of Mr. Mair's declaration and proteſtation, met next day, be, 
ing the 10th of April 1747, in Mr. Gib's houſe, when they 
made choice of a new moderator and a new clerk, made a vey 
enrolment of ſuch members names as were preſent, and wh 
adhered to their new confiitution. They proceeded to buſine\ 
when they found that the Burghers had dropt the wol- teſt; 
mony, and that they themſelves had taken it up: on which 
count, and for which cauſe, they found, that the Burghers had, 
by their {inful conduct, (in actiog according to the light thay 
God had given them) in voting contrary to their mind, loſt 4d 
right to the preſent actual exerciſe of the keys of the hing 
of heaven. —Rath decifion indeed! Thus materially to depot 
about thirty-two or thirty-three miniſters and elders, withoy 
trial! Does our law judge any man before it hear him ? 

The Antiburghers have ſtrained every nerve to make a mz 
jority of the ſynod appear to be on their ſide. In order to dg 
this, they cut off the ſeven proteſters againſt the deciſion cons 
demning the burgeſs oath, and hold them as parties, who had 
no right to vote in the queſtion, whether that deciſion (houll 
be made a tefm of communion, or not: but after all, they 
find this will not do; and therefore they cut off the elders, 2 origin 


perſons who are not qualified, nor have any right to vote! jy 
. mere 
matters of truth and error : nay, they go ſtill further; the Mr. 


wanted to have denuded all who were not preſent when the Moth 
5 beta R . make 
queſtion was judicially examined and reaſoned on. The tea ach 


they gave for denuding theſe from a vote, was, becauſe the 
could not be fo well informed, or acquainted with the an 
as to know how to give a judicious vote &. 


= 
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© the very is/tant wherein they ſeparated from the ſynod. And both he and 
the then clerk have affirmed, in miſſives under their hands, now publiſh 
© that they were then officiating.” Now, reader, whether arc you diſpote 
to believe Mr. Erſkine or Mr. Gib? Mr. Gib has indeed a particular tuin #9 
anſwering arguments, when he finds himſelf ſtraitened, by telling his readers 
that what his antagoniſt ſays, is impudent falſhoods, perfect forgery,—1b0 
minable ſalſhood, —impious banter,—profane burleſque, —abſolutcly falt 
&c. His late Survey, in his examinatiun of Mr. Hall's Survey, abounds will 
ſuch ſcurrilous expreſſions. | 4 
Perhaps Mr. Mair might indeed withdraw from the ſynod, in the event 
of April gth; ſo did the whole members: but ſuppoſe he had withdravi 
ſome time before, what ſays all this? There is nothing ſfiagular in all this 
he returned next day, and continued a member of that ſynod to the day 
his death. — The Antiburghers conduct, in chuſing a new one, at theit ft 
ſynod, was unſcriptural and unprecedented. ch 
* Mr. Adam Gib, the very ſoul of the Antiburgher party, and ſome 0 | 
higotted adherents, (of which number Mr. Robert Smith appears to be „ 
by his virulent and invective charges, and publiſhing groundleſs talſho 
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Here, reader, they refule the ſeven proteſters a vote, although 
was @ very different vote from the one again!t which they had 
proteſted ; they alſo deny that elders have any tight to a vote in 
matters of doctrine, or truth and error, They allo acknow- 


ledge, that members who had not been at the former ſynods, 
when the burgels oath affair was reaſoned upon, could not be 


againſt the Burghers, have had the confidence to affirm, That their party 
were properly the majority of the Aſſociate Synod at the breach; and in con- 
ſequence ot this they tell us, with equal aſſurance, that the original power of 
the Aſſociate Synod 15 legally devolved upon them. This is ſuch a glaring 
hiſchood, that I cannot help obſerving, that it comes with a very had grace 
from one who aſſumes the character of a miniſter of truth. If that pretended 
{nod of theirs, has no other argument to ſupport the lawtfulnets of its conſti- 
tution, it muſt certainly be a very tottering ſuperſtructure. To wake this e- 
vident, it is only needful to conſult their owa Acts and Proceedings, publithed 
in the year 174). In the Introduction, p. 8. Mr. Gib athems, that there were 
thirty elders preſent at that ſynod, which added to twenty nine, the number 
of miniſters then preſent, makes in all fifty-ninc members Now, it we in- 
quite how many of thoſe members conſtituted their new Synod, the day ime 
mediately after the breach, Mr. Gib, in their As, c. publiſhed by himſelf, 
informs us, that at the firſt ſederunt there were preſent thirteen miniſters, and 
ten elders, which is only twenty-three, and makes a majority of thirteen againſt 
them, But Mr. Gib can tell us, that cight of that majority were proteſters 
wainſt the act 1746. and conſequently parties. But though this is granted, 
yet there was ſtill a majority of five againſt them, who were not proteſters; 
which muſt at once effectually cut off all their pretences to the power of the 
original Aﬀociate Synod, And hefides the whole of theraſclves to a man were 
actual proteſters againſt the act of ſynod, upon which they ſeparate; and 
therefore could not be ſuſtained as judyes, according to their own principles. 
Mr. Gib cannot therefore be offended, if I tell him in his own words, upon 
another occaſion, that he himſelf and his party were the dejerting minority. To 
make this evident, I ſhall here ſubjoin a liſt of the names ot the members on 
eich fide of the queſtion. 


The AsSoctATE SYNO D. | The SEPARATISTS, 
From GLasGow Preslytery. From GLASs (OW Presbytery, None, 
Meff. Ebenezer Erikine, of Stirling. | Fram DUNYERMLINE Pres ytery. 
James Fiſher, of Glaſgow. MeſT. James Thomſon of Bruatiſland. 
David Horn, of Cambuſnethan. Alex. Moncrieff, of Aberucthy. 
David Smiton, of Kilmaurs, Thomas Mair, of Orwel. 
John M*Cara, of Bruntſhiels. George Brown, of Perth. 
Henry Erſkine, of Falkirk. William Cimpbell, of Ceres. 
Andrew Black, of Cumberaauld. Wilkam Mair, of Muckhart. 


David Telfer, of Down. 
Stephen Paton, of 
Andrew Thomſon, of Mearns. 


From E.DINBURGH Pres6ytery. 
Metl. Adam Gib, ot Edinburgh. 
Adam Clark ſon, of Craigmailen. 
Peter Matthie, of Medlem. 


Fm DUNFERMLINE Presbytery. 


Mell. Ralph Erſkine, of Dunfermline. | James Scot, of Gate ſhaw. 
James Johnſtone, of Dundee. John Vhite, of Dunſe. 
John Erikine, of Leſlie. George Murray, of Lockerby. 
From Ko! N BURG Presbytery, | Rot A "chibald, Ot Haddington. 
Nef. William Hutton, of Stow. Fiucrs ten. 
John Smith, of Jedburgh. Iu ali twenty-three. 
James Mair, of Linton. 2 6 
Elders twenty. ; * * Lelthe impartial warld now judge, 


In all thirty - ix members. where the majority lay at the breach. * 
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proper judges. Upon this laſt I would obſerve, How gan the 
Antiburghers vindicate their conduct, in making the condemnz. 
tion of that oath a term of communion to all, when they found 
that even miniſters and elders, who had not been preſent at the 
judicial examination of the queſtion, were unqualified to vote, 
on account of their ignorance? Yet, fo it is, that Mr. Smit 
and his party can, with the greateſt freedom, impoſe their fi. 
vourite deciſion, as a term of communion on the people under 
their charge, who have had far leſs opportunity of being ac: 
quainted with it than theſe members, whom they were for de. 
nuding, Is this a ſcripture term of communion ? Do not the 
Antiburghers themſelves acknowledge, that minifters and elers 
may be ſo ignorant of this affair, as to be incapable of judging 
in it K. How then can they expect their poor people can judge 
whether it be right or Wrong? If they cannot, where is their 
warrant from the word of God, to male it a term of commy- 
nion? 

[ have now ſheun you, reader, how the Amiburgbers ſepr 
rated from the original Atlociate Synod, and conſlitnte a ven 
one. Here, indeed, they allowed elders, who, a little ago had 
no right to vote in matters of doctrine, to vote; nay, I wipht 
have told the reader, that although they would not allo elders 
to vote in the Burghers queſtion, yet they allowed then to join 
themſelves in their proteſt againſt it: Is this not allowing them 
now to have that, which a little ago, they denyed them? Strange 
inconſiſtency indeed! 

How Mr. Smith could ſet up his face, and tell the wort, 
that the Burghers ſeparated from the ſynod, is aſtont hing ts 
me: but, if he ſhall ill infilt, that the Burghers did (eparate 


themſelves from the ſynod, I beg, he will in the fit place “. 


* The Antiburghers maintain, that miniſters, and not elders, are the proper 
judges in doctrinal points. Mr. Gib, in his Survey. vol. II. p. 71. lays, 
that it was this obſervation which broke the thick and dark cloud, which my 

mediately before, they could no wife fee through. —Mr. Gib, in the foreſaid 
| Survey, demes, that the Antiburghers refuſe elders to vote, in controveriics * 
faith, and caſes of conſcience, provided they vote on the ſide of the majmity i 
miniſters; at other times, he poſitively affirms, that, miniſters arc the only 
proper judges in controverſies of faith, and cafes of conſcience. Why, * 
cording to him, if the majority of the miniſters are on the wrong ſide in a ca 
of conſcience, the elders cannot ſtop their procedure; for, unleſs they ant of 
the ſide that the majority of the miniſters are upon, their vote, in oppoſiuon 
to them, muſt go for nothing. Strange doctrine indeed — But this ang 
has been ſufficiently expoſed, by the Aſſociate Synod in their act 12 6050 ; |; 
pretended ſynod, which met in Mr. Gib's houſe, —Sce the A itſclf ſubjelne 
hercunto. . . 


r 


8 
tiefy me in the following queries, If the Burghers went off and 
ſeparated from the ſynod, what occaſion had the Antiburghers 
o meet in Mr. Gib's houſe, as this was not the ordinary place 
of meeting? If that meeting in Mr. Gib's houſe, was the origi- 
gil Aſſociate Synod, what occaſion had they to make choice of 


; new moderator and a new clerk? And what occaſion was 


there for a new enrolment-of the names of members? Let Mr. 
emith anſwer theſe queſtions, as it is very abſurd to think, that 
1 ſynod would make a new enrolment of members names, that 
were already enrolled ; that they would chuſe a new moderator 
and clerk, while theſe already choſen, were acting; this proves 
that their ſynod was a new one. 


If the Burghers ſeparated from the ſynod ; and if the Anti- 


burghers were the majority, how came the Burghers by the mi- 
nutes of ſynod, which they have to this day among their hands? 
Were the Burghers ever members of that ſynod which met in 
Mr, Gib's houſe ? Were their names enrolled in their minutes? 
H they were not, how could they poſlibly ſeparate from a ſynod 
of which they were never members? —I ſhall only add, Mr. 


Smith and I, had need to take care that we write nothing but 


the truth, leſt our giving falſe repreſentations of matters of fact, 
ould afterwards ſtare us in the face, when we come to be 
on the borders of eternity. But, how far he has done fo, I 
ſhall leave the judicious and candid reader to judge. 

The Antiburgheis, have never to this day been able to vindi- 
ene their ſeparation from the original Aſſociate Synod ; nay, 
Mr. Gib himſelf, the principal advocate for their conduct, is 
ooliged to own, in his Remarks, p. 5, 6. that their ſeparation 
ws extraordinary. He ſays, —* That the matter of ordinary 
' forms, behoved to yield unto an extraordinary way of main- 
* faining the cauſe of truth.” Nay, it is evident, that Mr. Gib 
here acknowledges, that the ſtep the Antiburghers took, was 
without ruſe, form, or precedent. Alas! does the Antiburg- 
hers believe, that extraordinary caſes warrant unprecedented and 
WWarrantable meaſures? This is certainly a pitiful ſhift ; and 
vat other ſhift could be taken ? Scripture, and reaſon, the rules 
of the church, and the footſteps of the flock, all failed them ! 
ad the Burghers been wanting to impoſe any ſinful term of 
communion on them, or had they been dropping from any part 
reformation, already attained onto, in ſuch a caſe, their ſe- 
Miatiog would have been defenſible, | 
__ : E 2 
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However, of all that has been wrote on this ſubject, I think 
Mr. Smith has found out the ſhorteſt way of vindicating the 
Antiburghers ſeparation, He tells us, that it was the Burgher 
which ſeparated themſelves from the ſynod. Why, if this wy 
the cafe, no doubt, all the charges brought by the Burgers 2. 
gainſt the Antiburghers new conſtitution, falls to the ground, 
and go for nothing. But, pray, did the Burghers ſeparate from 
that ſynod which ſat in Mr. Gib's houſe? No; it was abſy, 
lutely impoſſible, for they were never members of it, nor at- 
knowledged it as a lawful conſtitute ſynod. Did they ſeperate 
from the original Synod? No; they continued fitting in i, 
that very day the Antiburghers ſeparated from them ; and the 
next day, being the 1oth of April 1747, while the Antiburg. 
hers were buſy conſticuting their new ſynod, the Burghers con- 
tinued ſitting in the original Synod, and were employed, 2 good 
part of that day, in the exerciſe of faſting and prayer, on zc- 
count of the alarming criſis matters were come to. 

But, perhaps, Mr, Smith will anſwer and ſay, as Mr. Gib 
has done before him, that the ſynod which held in Mr. Gid's 
houſe, was the original ſynod, and had only made a /:cal ms 
tion from one place to another. But may I not aſk, if it was 
only a ſimple local motion of the ſynod, What became of the 
moderator and clerk? How came the ſynod to forget their mi- 
nutes, and leave them to this very day behind them ? For 
certain it is, that the Burgher ſynod have them in their cuſtody, 
How came Mr. Thomas Mair, to be moderator of that ſynod, 


in Mr, Gib's houſe, on the loch of April, 1747. when we 


find Mr. James Mair, moderator the day before — Reader, 


' theſe things prove, to a demonſtration, that it was not 2 cal 


motion of the ſynod, from one place to another, but a ca n. 
tion of Innivipuats, preſumptuorſly aſſuming to themſelves the 
power and authority of the Synod. 

It is always cuſtomery, that a ſynod be opened with a ſermon, 
by the laſt moderator; after which, he conſtitutes the ſynod by 
prayer; afterwards, they proceed to chuſe a new moderat?!. 
The Antiburghers, at the firſt erection of their new ſynos, 
found themſelves at a loſs, how to manage this point: they 
were conſcious to themſelves, that they had left the mocerator 
choſen by themſelees, as well as by the Burghers, behind them. 


it | — They were difficulted how to begin their minutes: however, 
= | they agree that it ſhould be as follows; At Edinburgh, the 
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90 
; 1oth day of April, 1747.— Which day and place, the Aſſo. 
date 8ynod being met and conſtitute with prayer, by the Rev. 
{ Mr. Thomas Mair; who, as /a/? moderator, had opened the 
meeting of ſynod, on T ue ſday this week, with a ſermon from 
t Judges xiii. 19. See acts and proceedings, p. 1. 

Reader, after having informed you, that Mr. Thomas Mair 
vas not moderator on the 8th and gth day of April 1747, 
but that Mr. James Mair was moderator theſe days, what thiok 
you of this minute? Or, I ſhould have rather ſaid, beginning 
of their new minutes? Do you not here perceive, that the 
members of this new Synod are at a loſs how to vindicate their 
own conduct before the world, and are obliged to make a re- 
nogade motion back from Thurſday to Tueſday for a modera- 
tor? Pray, do they think that the whole power of the mode- 
rator had alſo devolved on Mr. Thomas Mair? Alas! how 
contrary this ſtrange conduct, to the rules given us, by Him 
who is a Ged of order, and not of confuſion ? | 

The reader may eaſily fee, that they have, in this minute, 
drawn a vail over the ſtory of Mr. James Mair's being choſen 
moderator, even by themſelves, as well as the Burphers. Now, 
23 Mr. James Mair was choſen moderator, and really ſat and 
ated in that character in the Aſſociate Synod, not only on the 
dh and gth days of April 1747 ; but alſo on the 1oth, when 
the Antiburghers choſe a new moderator to themſelves. Now, 
this-deing the caſe, if the ſynod held in Mr. Gib's houſe was 
tie original Synod, how came a ſecond modcrator to be ne- 
«ary? Let Mr. Smith anſwer theſe queries; and ſee how he 


can do it, till he retract the charge he has brought out againſt 


tie Burghers, of ſeparating from the Synod. 

What did the Amtiburghers ſeparate themſelves from the o— 
nzinal Synod for? Juſt becauſe a matter was voted, and carried 
wanſt them, which rhey had, at the meeting immediately pre- 
ceeding, made the buſineſs of this meeting of ſynod : this they 
never offered to deny; fo far from it, that after they had gone 
on about two years in cenſuring the Burghers, they at laſt found 
idat they themſelves alſo were offending brethren, in making it 
the buſineſs of that meeting to vote, Term of communion, or 
. Accordingly, they purged one another by judicial admo- 
tions and rebukes. Aſtonitbing! How could one offender 
purge another offender, which every perſon muſt be before they 


tan de an object of church cenſure !—A ſtrange farce indeed! * 
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| Theſe Antiburgher brethren; having thus ſeparated thergſelye, 
from the original ſynod, and conſtitute a new one, they ſu. 
ſtained themſelves judges of their own anſwers to the Burgher 
_ reaſons of proteſt, and of their own proteſt, and of the redituge 
of the whole of their conduct. — Having thus found their ney 
ſynod rightly conſtitute ; and found the reaſons of proteſt gizen 
in by the Burgers, nullified by their own anſwers, they pro- 
ceed to libel and cite the Burghers; find their libel proven, 
and to infer cenſure : accordingly, they (after having materially 
depoſed them) proceed to cenſure their brethren the Burghers, 
firſt with ſuſpenſion, depoſition, the leſſer excommunication, 
and afterwards with the greater ſentence of it! Here they are 
both accuſers and judges : no wonder then, though theſe bea 
ſentences ſhould go againſt the poor Burghers. 
Mr. Thomas Mair, who was moderator in this new ſynod, 
ſome years thereafter, came to ſee the ſinfulneſs of his own, 
and the reſt of the Antiburgher's conduct, in inflicting ſuch 
awful cenſures on the Burghers; and preached a ſermon from 
theſe words, We are verily guilty concerning our brother. 

Although the Antiburghers ſynod have found, that the faid 
Mr. Thomas Mair had taught Arminian errors; and that Mr, 
Andrew Scot, miniſter at Dundee; and Mr. Robert Carmichael, 
miniſter at Cooper of Angus, had renounced the whole Preſby. 
terian plan, and adopted independency; yet, the higheſt cen- 
ſure inflicted on theſe was the leſſer excommunication : but the 
Burghers, for merely differing with them about the meaning of 
an oath, muſt be delivered over to Satan, and accounted 28 
heathen men and publicans. Strange inconſiſtency indeed — 
It ſeems with the Antiburghers, a perſon may turn Armioian ; 
be may renounce Preſbytery, and turn Independant : and in 
all this be leſs criminal, than the Burghers were, for differing 
merely about the meaning of a few, words, Theſe are only 
objects with them of the er excommunication; but the 
Burghers of the higher. If the charge of inconſiſtency does not 
recoil here on Mr. Smith and his party, I (ball leave the im- 
partial world to judge.—Tell it not in Gath, publiſh it nol in 
the flreets of Aſkelon ; leſt the daughters of the uncircumciſed 
Phili/lines rejoice, | 

[ (ball, io another place, take notice of what Mr. Smith ſays 
about theſe cenſures paſt on the Burgers ; mean time I (bal 
make ſome remarks on what he has ſaid about the Burgeſs oath, 


rr — 


("493 


Before taking the lawfulneſs or ſinfulneſs of the Burgeſs oath 
under conſideration, I would premiſe, That altho' the Burgher 
miniſters, and many of their people are convinced of the law- 
ſulneſs of that oath ; yet, knowing that many of their people, 
2s well as the Antiburghers, knew little about it, they do not 
make an approbation or diſapprobation thereof a term of com- 
monion; knowing that as this is a matter, about which the 
Lord's people may be divided in their ſentiments, the Lord 
commands them, Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, but 
nt to doubtful diſputations, They therefore allow every per- 
ſon to act up to that light which the Lord may be pleaſed: to 
give them about it: they know very well chat perſons may be 
worthy receivers of the ſeals of God's covenant, without being 
obliged to know whether the ſwearing of the Burgeſs oath be à 
fin or a duty; as well as the Antiburgher people may be 
© qualified for receiving the ſeals of the new-covenant, though 
© not able to judge what ate the ſteps which the fudicatories of 
© the Lord's houſe (hould take with offenders, which Mr. Smith 
owns they may be, page 70 &. 

But, in order to come to know whether the re/tgi9us clauſe, 
condemned by the Antiburghers, be lauful or ſinful, the beft 
way is to conſider, whether the true religion be really profeſ- 
led and ſettled within this realm, yea or not: and the only 
way to know this, will be to have recourſe to the Act of Parlt. 
ment itſelf, made at the Revolution. As many of our readers 
way perhaps have never ſeen that act of parliament, I (hall ſet 
it down here; at leaſt, ſo much of it as is neceſſary ro decide 
tis point — The Act ſettling religion at the revolution follows, 
viz, © Act ratifying the Confeſſion of Faith, and ſettling Pref 
{ byterian church government. ; | 
June 7th, 1690. 


g 
ly Our ſovereign Lord and Lady, the King and Queen's Ma- 
he jeſty, and three eſtates of Parliament, conceiving it to be their 


Can Mr. Smith deny, but a perſon may be qualified to receive the ſeals 
of the new covenant, though not able to judge of the ſinfulneſs or lawfulneſs 
of the Burgeſs oath ; as well as one who cannot be able to judge whether the 
Antiburghers were right or wrong, in delivering the Burghers over to Satan? 
If he may, how dare Mr. Smith impoſe a condemnation of the ſwearing of 
that oath upon any who are not able to judge about it? — I am credibly in- 
tormed, that ſome of the Antiburghers have of late dropt the good old way 
of debaring from the Lord's table, perhaps from a conſciouſneſs, that many 
of the Lord's people might be frightened at their ſtrange terms of communion, 
puticularly reſpecting the Burgeſs Oath, . . 
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( 49 ) 
bounden duty, after the great deliverance: God hath lately 
wrought for this Church and Kingdom. In the firſt pace 
to ſettle and ſecure therein the true Proteſtant Religion, * 
cording to the truth of God's word, as it hath of a long ting 
been profeſſed within this land : as alſo, the government of 
Chriſt's church within this nation, agreeable to the word of 
God, and moſt conducive to the advancement of true pier 
and godlineſs, and the eſtabliſhing peace and tranquillity with. 
io this realm. And that by an article of the claim of right, 
it is declared, that pre/acy, and the ſuperiority of any office i; 
the church above Preſbyters, is and hath been a great and 
unſupporcable grievance and trouble to this nation, and con. 
trary to the inclinations of the generality of the people, eve 
ſince the reformation, (they having reformed from Popery 
by Preſbyters); and therefore ought to be aboliſhed, Like. 
as, by one act of the laſt ſeſſion of Parliament, prelacy is 2 
boliſhed; Therefore their Mzjeſties, with advice and con- 
ſent of the ſaid three eſtates, Do hereby revive and raiſy, 
and perpetually confirm, all laws, ſtatutes, and acts of Par. 
liament, made againſt Popery and Papiſes, and for the min- 
tainance and preſervation of the true and reformed Proteitant 
religion; and for the true church of Chriſt within this kia 
dom, in fo far as they confirm the fame, or are made in fi. 
vours thereof, Likeas they, by theſe preſents, ratify ande- 


ſtabliſn the Conſeſſian of Faith, now read in their preſence, 


and voted and approven by them, as the public and avowed 
Confeſſian of this church, containing the ſum and ſubſtance of 
the doctrine of the reformed churches ; which Confellion 1: 
ſubjoined to this preſent act. As alfo, they do eſtabliſh, ri 
tify, and confirm the Preſbyterian church-government and 
diſcipline ; that is to Hy, the government of the church by 
Kirk-ſeſſtons, Preſbyteries, Provincial Synode, and General 
Aſſemblies, ratified and eſtabliſhed by the 1 1 4th act of james 
VI. Parl. 12. anno 1592. entituled, Ratificatzio! of the li. 


 berty of the true religion, &c. and thereafter reccivc4 by the 


general conſent of this nation, to be the only government of 
Chriſt's church within this kingdom, reviving, renewing, and 
confirming the ſoreſaid act of parliament in the whole head 
thereof, except that part of it relating to patronage, which | 
hereafrer to be taken into conſideration : and reſcinding, 2nd 
annulling, and making void the acts of parliament ſollowing. 


6 


ere, after repealing a number of bad acts, made during the 
perſecuting period, it is added, —* With all other acts, laws, 
i fatotes, ordinances, and proclamations; and that fo far al- 
i lenarly as the ſaid acts, and others generally and particular- 
ly above-mentioned, are contrary, or prejudicial to, inconſiſt- 
i ent with, or derogatory from, the Proteſtant religion, and 
pteſbyterian government, now eſtabliſhed ; and allowing and 
i declaring, that the church government be eſtabliſhed in the 


were outed ſince the firſt of January 1661, for non-con- 
« formity to Prelacy, or not complying with the courſes of the 
time. 

The reader may fee, from the foregoing act, that the true 
Proteſtant religion is eſtabliſhed, that the Weltminſter Confel- 
ſon is ratified, that Presbyterian church-government is ſettled, 
that Prelacy is aboliſhed within this realm, and all Jaws made 
winſt Popery are reſcinded : and theſe are not /#/t/ed and eſta- 
lliſbed, as agreeable to the znciinations of the people, as I have 
heard Antiburghers maintain; but as agreeable to the word of 
(ad. True it is, that Prelacy was abolitlied as a great and in- 
ſopportable grievance and trouble to this nation, and contrary 
to the inclinations of the people; but the inclinations of the 


re Proteſtant religion, the Confeſſion of Faith, and the Preſ- 
byterian government and diſcipline ; No: theſe are declared by 
the parliament io be agreeable to the word of Cod ſo that the 
true religion was eſtabliſhed at the revolution, not becauſe a- 
neeable to the inclinations of the people, but becauſe agreeable 
bo the word of God. 

| have already proven, that the true religion is profeſſed 
rithin this realm ; and I ſhall leave the reader to judge, whether 


1 0 
2 the foregoing act of parliament, at the revolution, does not 
mo; Wie it. The Burghers, as well as the Antiburghers, teſtify a- 
„ond, and lament over the ſinful defects and omiſſions of both 
; the urch and ſtate, at the revolution, and ſince that time ; but, 
i: of WF Gare not ſet up their face before God, and maintain, that 
e true religion is neither profeſſed nor ſettled in the revolution 
eich: neither, ſo far as I know, have any of the Antiburghers 
< is ended to do ſo; only they, and Mr. Smith after them, main- 
and , that whoever ſwears the Burgeſs oath, ſwears to all the e- 
ring. ts and omi ſſtans of church and ſtate. Were this the caſe, 


F 


bands of, and exerciſed by theſe Preſbyterian miniſters, who ' 


people is not ſo much as given for a reaſon for eſtabliſhing the 
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I am very certain, that the Burghers would, with equal keenpet 
with the Antiburghers, condemn the ſwearing of thar relipions 
clauſe. 

The Antiburghers acknowledge, that the clauſe condemned 
by them, might, in time of reformation, be lawfully ſworn, 
but 1 maintain, that if a ſwearing that clauſe homologates the 
defects and omiſſions, either in the profeſſion, or ſettlement gf 
religion, the ſwearing of it never was, nor could be lawful ir 
any period of the church; for the profeſſion and ſettlement af 
religion, being but human things, are and will always be defee- 
tive. Nay, I maintain, thet, according to Mr. Smith's way of 
reaſoning, the oath of our covenants could never be lawful, 
ſay, if it was a Ye they ſwore to, their ſwearing coull 
never be lav ful; becauſe, as IL have already ſaid, the profeſſion 
is but a human thing, and will, while the Lord's people are in 
this imperfect ſtate, be imperfect, Now, if every profeion of 
religion, in this imperfect (tate, be defedive, and every dtfeſt 
be a ſin; then, if it be the preſeſſian that is ſworn to in theſe 
covenants, and not Cga's eternal truth T8 the (wearer {wears 
to that which is defeCtive, and thereby homologates a (in, 

However, I have evinced, that it was not religion in 4 ce. 
tain profeſſion of it, that ibeſe covenanters engaged unto; but 
to the true religion itſeſß, which they call God's eternal truth: 
and I can, with equal boldneſs aſſert, that the {wezrer of the 
religious clauſe of the Burgeſs oath, neither ſwears to the 575 
feſſian nor to the ſettlement of religion, but to the rr re. 
gion profeſſed and ſettled, And I am certain no one can put 
any other conſtruction on that clauſe, without ſtraining the vel} 
plain ſimple meaning of the words, 

Mr. Smith ſays, p. 11. Our Burgher ſcheme ſtrikes no 
« leſs at that covenanting.—Ahaz removed the brazen altar, 
© which was before the Lord, to make way for the altar 0 

* Damaſcus. Our Burghers have pulled down the ſolemn 
league and covenant, that the Burgeſs oath may be built up. 
Indeed, it is poſſible that ſome weak minds may thios, 
that Mr. Smith has proven his point, becauſe he has cited 4 
text of ſcripture, —L am perſuaded that the Burghers are as ive 
friends to the ſolemn league arid covenant as Mr, Smith is; and 
that they do as much towards the proſecution of the ends there 
of, as he and his party have done. Alas! both parties me 
juſtly conſeſs, that they have failed and come ſhort of the plot) 
of God in this, as well as ia every other thing they do. 
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Will Mr. Smith be ſo good as let the world know, wherejn 
the Burgeſs oath contradicts the oath of our covenants. Does 
not the [wearer in both, become bound to the ſame eternal 
ul? Can Mr. Smith ſhew me one truth that we come bound 
o in the covenants, that are not contained in the ſcriptures of 
truth, and excellently ſummed up in our Confeſſion of Faith? 
Certain and undeniable it is, that the ſcriptures of truth, and the 
Confeſſion of Faith, were ſettled at the Revolution ; and an ad- 
herence to theſe doctrines, contained in the holy ſcriptures, and 
ſummed up in the Confeſſion of Faith, is ſtill profeſſed within 
this realm. Therefore, when the ſwearer of the religious 
cauſe of the burgeſs oath, ſwears to © profeſs and maintain 
the true religion, preſently profeſſed and authorized, he 
ſwears to profeſs and maintain the doctrines of the word of God, 
and theſe truths as ſummed up in the Confeſſion of Faith; to 
Preſbyterian church-government and diſcipline, as agreeable to 
the word of God; for this is the true religion ſettled at the 
revolution : if others profeſs that religion, and yet act a con- 
trary part in their practice, they bring a {lur upon their pro- 
ſeſion, but the profeſſion itſelf ſtands good. 

might here obſerve, what Mr. Smith ſays in p. 11, That 
neither the Confeſſion of Faith, nor the Teſtimony, is the true 
religion itſelf ; but a prefeſſiin of it K. — He adds, p. 12. 
If any be pleaſed to ſay they are the true religion itſelf, I am 
' ſure they are not Buarghers, becauſe they have found the laſt 
Hof theſe polluted with a number of miſtakes and errors,” I 
ſhall give Mr. Smith this fort anſwer, namely, when the Bur- 
phers ſwear an adherence to the doftrines contained in the Con- 
eſion of Faith, they do ſo, becauſe they believe the docttines 
therein taught to be founded on God's word, and this is ſtill 
a ſwearing to religion itſelf; for every truth revealed in God's 
word is a part of religion it{cif; and when they approve of the 
Act and Teſtimony, they only approve of it as a teſtimony for 
the doctrine, worſhip, and diſcipline of the church of Scotland, 
founded on the word of God. Here it is (till a teſtimony for 
the truth which they approve of, and not a teſtimony for a 
profeſſicn, And unleſs Mr. Smith ſhall prove that the dottine, 


The Confeſſion itſelf, abſtractly conſidered as a book, cannot be religion 
aſelf ; but the doctrines contained in it, is the true religion itſelf; and it is 
ta theſe that the Burghers become engaged to: I ſay, it is not to the words, 
Confeſſion of Faith, which they engage to, when they adopt it; hut to the 
yes contained in it, as agreeable to, and founded on the word of God. 


F 2 


6 N 
BY & 
4 wt x - 
r 


— * . 
- 1 a _ 

os . * 

WS CS. egre + . 


bo . — — * - 
. „ r - 
TR Ry” LS . 6—— 
” 1 = * 


» — — — 
— —— OI Yn — x 


—— — — — 
- 


_ 


* 
C 


: . — 
"= a : N " a 
8 * wo * q 3 5 
** * 1 f . : : : % A * - 
128 . p 
- 8 1 Þ 4 ta * s a. % - =? N 
: Ns : N » M- 
kB — . . 0 4 l F a — A — 4 
& — — * 4 — — 2 — ' 2 Va ——— 
a _ 4 2 2 — — —— — 6 7 L * — 1 


they acknowledge to be ſiaful.— Is not this horrid and deceitſul juggliny ! 


_—— 


(44 ). 
worſhip, and diſcipline of the church of Scotland, is no un 
God's truth, but a profeſſion thereof, he will never be ble h oecd, 
prove, that it is not the true religion that the Burghers adopt, . (v 
when they adopt the Teſtimony.— As to the errors, Mr, Stich certa 
ſays, the Burghers have found in the Teſtimony, I any cruple 
The Teſtimony conſiſts of two parts, viz. Doctrinal and Riſto weal © 
rical: The do&rinal part, the Burghers ſtrenuouſly adhere yg, Mr. 
to; but the hi/torical part, they never conſidered as binding n enant 
the conſcience ; knowing that nothing ought to be a matter of ion 
a divine faith, but what has a divine teſtimony : and that bind. he ſw 
ing the conſciences of their people to a matter of human tet. Mi jro/ 
mony, would indeed, in the very literal ſenſe, be adopting poyery, fit, 

The Burghers have indeed found, that in the Teſtimony pamel 
there are ſome hiſtorical miſtakes, and they have frankly ac. Ne 
knowledged it; but they never conſidered the hiſtorical part of nd f 
the Teſtimony under the notion of religion ztfe!f, nor a pri. orgit 
Feſſian of it: and till Mr. Smith proves that it was fo, and be fe 
that the e are no hiſtorical errors in it, his argument muſt go us, 
for nothing, If Mr. Smith ſhall maintain, that there are no here 
hiſtorical miſtakes in the Teſtimony; or if he ſhall ſay, that the jets, 
compoſers of that Teſtimony, ever intended to make the hiſto- over 
rical part of it, the ground of a divine faith, I can tell him, eo 
that his proof will fail him. Alas! I have thought ſometimes mall 
that the Antiburghers contend more for the hiſtorical part of 
the Teſtimony, than for the doctrinal part, Will Mr. Smith erfe 
ſay and avow, that be can ſwear to the truth, of all that is in | 
the hiſtorical part of the Teſtimony ? Let him anſwer this MPC 
queſtion, before he paſs his jeers on the Burghetrs. 

Mr. Smith never will be able to make it appear, that the 
Burghers do, as he alledges, p. 12. ſwear a ſinful oath from 
year to year, in the ordination of miniſters and elders * ay 


* Mr. Smith has exprefſed himſelf, in ſuch a manner here, that unlels the (n 
reader advert with more than ordinary attention, he might think, that Mr. 
Smith means, that the Burghers ſwear the burgeſs oath, from year to year, at 
the ordination of miniſters aud elders. Let the reader know, that although 
the Burghers cannot condemn, or exclude, any one who is lawfully called to 
ſwear that oath, from church privileges, as the Antiburghers do; yet there 
are, perhaps, near as many Antiburghers who ſwear it, as there arc Burghers. 
Did. ever any hear, that any of the Antiburghers in Perth, Glaſgow, or Edin- 
burgh, dropt their buſineſs, rather than ſwear the burgeſs oath ? No : theſe 
that cannot ſwear it, purchaſe a burgeſs ticket, wherein it 15 mentioned, that 
they have taken the oath ; others who do ſwear, acknowledge 4 fault to the 
ſeſhon, and afterwards carry on a trade, on the foundation of an oath which 
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14 until he proves, that it is not religion zt/elf ; or, in other 
ords, the revealed will of God, that they ſwear an adherence 
o (which he bas not yet been able to do ;) but to religion in 
certain profeſſion of it. If once he proves this, I ſhall not 
cruple to tell him, that both Burghers and Antiburghers do 
wear a ſinful! oath from year to year. 

Mr. Smith tells us, that the covenanters, in ſwearing the co- 
pants, did not engage immediately to religion 2!/e/f, but to re- 
on in a certain profeſſion of it. Again, he maintains, that 
ts ſwearer of the religious clauſe in the burgeſs oath, ſwears to 
profeſſion of religion; and becauſe they ſwear to a profeſſion 
fit, they thereby homologate all the ge in that profeſſion, 
ramely, the revolution profeſſion. 

Now, reader, attend to Mr. Smith's arguments, weigh them, 


oding to him, ſwore to religion in a certain profeſſion of it; 
te wearer of the burgeſs oath does the lame; what then, juſt 
this, the Revolution profeſſion of religion is a defective one, 
therefore the ſwearer of the burgeſs oath homologates theſe de- 
sets. Well, how will he clear our forefathers, who ſwore the 
ovenants from homologating the deſects, that was in their pro- 
ſion of religion? I am certain all the metaphyſicks he is 
maſter off will not be able to rid marches here, unleſs he 
ball venture to affirm, that the coveuanters profeſſion was 4 
eck profeſſion of religion. 

In another place, p. 40. he maintains, that magiſtrates, their 
mpoling a burgeſs oath upon tradeſmen, c. is an encroach- 
nent upon the rights of mankind; and that, * this kind of 
wearing condemns the typical Salamon, who, in building the 
lemple, ſent to Tyre for tradeſmen. It is really worth notic- 
g what he ſays on this head, in the forementioned page : he 
irms, © Solomon did not bring into Jeruſalem the tradeſman 
| (meaning Huram) where he was to have the city's buſineſs, 
moſt diſtinguiſhed buſineſs, by making him ſwear to the reli- 
gion God had eſtabliſhed in Canaan,'—Reader, bere is an 
manſwerable argument againſt ſwearing burgeſs oaths! Here 
ts the firength of the argument; no magiſtrate has a right to 
Mike any tradeſman ſwear to the true religion : a perſon may 
ie Qualified to be a weaver, a merchant, &c. without being 
Wized to ſwear to the true religion. Nay, which is more, that 
ieathea ought to be allowed io occupy bis trade, and be ad- 
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id (ee if he does not condemn himſelf. The covenanters, ac- 


1 | 


mitted a member of a Burgh, made up of chriſtians, in the & 
rafter of a tradeſman, merchant, &c. without being obliged tg 
ſwear to the true religion profeſſed in that burgh. 

I am, indeed, partly of Mr. Smith's opinion; ] believe oy 
who never ſwore the burgeſs oath, may be as good a mens 
of a burgh, and as good a chriſtian, as one who has ſwore | 
yet, I think, this is no argument againſt the magiſtrate's pont 
to require the members of a burgh to ſwear to the true relivion 
nay, I think, the ſwearing to the true religion, in ſome c{ 
very neceſſary : unleſs this be true, then, according to Mr, Sith 
the magiſtrates. of Glaſgow may allow papiſts, nay, as | Hπ ost 
before, even heathens, to take ſhops, and occupy their differen 
tradcs, without becoming bound to profeſs the true religion. 

I have ſaid already, that the Burghers allow every man i 
think and believe, about the lawfulneſs or ſinfulneſs of the u 
ligious clauſe, in the burgeſs oaths, according to the light the 
Lord is pleaſed to give them anent it; but, I think, I need taks 
no notice of Mr. Smith's condemning a religious clauſe, in bur 
ceſs oaths altogether, which he inveighs againſt, in the moſt 4 
ſurd and ridiculous manner, p. 38, 39. I ſhall refer him for: 
anſwer to this, to his brother Mr. Ellis, miniſter of the Antiburghe 
congregation at Paiſley, who, it ſeems, is not againſt a burgeſs oat 
and a religious clauſe altogether: and the magiſtrates of that bury 
have indulged him to make out a copy of that oath, to hisow 
mind, which the Antiburghers, who enter as burgeſſes of thal 
burgh, ſwear without any ſcruple *. Might I not hear tot 


* This new-modeld Antiburgher burgeſs oath, runs as follows, viz. * v4 
under Subſcribers, members of the Aſſociate congregation of Pailley, de here 
by ſolemnly declare, that though we have not freedom to take the prelenl 
government oaths, on ſome religious accounts, ſo far as they interierc will 
the religious profeſſion, which we reckon ourſelves bound to maintain; Vt 
awe have no SCRUPLE about THESE OATHS, on any civil account: that we 
arc hearty welwithers to the preſent civil government, under which we live 
deſiring to be thankful for the liberties and privileges we enjoy, nnder the ſame 
that we are fully ſatisficd, in our conſciences, about the lawfulneſs of the ei 
vil authority of our preſent ſovereign King George the ſecond, and jns jb! 
title to the throne of theſe kingdoms ; being hearty friends 10 the proteſtanl 
tu-cellion in his family; and heartily reſolved to defend the ſame, to the ut 
moſt of gur power, in our ſtations; particularly againſt every popiſy pretend: 
to his throne : that we reckon ovurſclves bound, not only tor wrath, 0 
fear of puniſhment, hut alſo for conſcience ſake, to yicld 2 read 
obedicnce to all the commands of the rulers, under which we live, ſuprem 
and ſubordinate, ſo far as we can ſatisfy ourſelves about the conſiſtenc) there 
of, with the word of God, ' and our known principles, founded upon 1 
ſame : being firmly reſolved, as peacable members of the civil ſociety to wid 
we belong, that we are firmly reſolved, as we alſo do hereby engage ou 
ſelves, to promote the true intereſt of this burgh, according to our ſtaen 


1990 


Mr. Smith, and tell him here is inconſiſtency ! Antiburghers 
znalt Antiburghers ; miniſters againſt people ?-— However, fo 
ir 2s | know, no cenſure has been paſt either upon Mr, Ellis, 
jor upon ſuch of his people as have ſworn that oath as yet, for 
their ſinful compliance. 

Perhaps, Mr. Smith has not adverted, that by this argument 
de has brought a ſlur upon, and condemned the conduct of our 
formers. Does he not know, that they did not admit men 
into places of civil truſt without ſwearing the covenants? Were 
rot ſome admitted into poſts in the army by [wearing the co- 
venants? Well, may not a perſon act in the character of a 
ſoldier, without ſwearing to the true religion, as well as a mer- 
chant, a weaver, G.? Is not a captain of an army a civil oc- 
cupation, as well as a merchant or a weaver is ſo !-—Reaily one 
would be tempted to think, from what Mr. Smith ſays againſt 
Burgeſs oaths, and for the lawfulneſs of even admitting heathens 
to be members of a Chriſtizn burgh, that he is for an wziverſal 
tleration, heat heniſin itſelf not excluded *. 1 have the charity 
to think, that when Mr. Smith writes thus, that he does not 
mean ſo: yet his argument wlll infer as much. He argues 
thus; Solomon, employed and brought a heathen to Jeruſalem, 
and that Solomon did not make him ſwear to the religion God 
tad eſtabliſhed in Canaan : from this he infers, that magiſtrates 
may employ. and admit tradeſmen to be members of a burgh, 
whether they be Papiſts, Heathens, or whatever profeſſion they 
be of, provided they be men. Mr. Smith is not aware how 
deep this argument of his draws. However, I ſhall leave Mr. 
His to anſwer him, as I am certain, that he, by what I have al- 
ready mentioned, is not againſt the lawfulneſs of a burgeſs oath, 
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nd the beſt of our knowledge; particularly, that we ſhall not protect any 
vatreeman's goods, under colour of our own, nor make any purchate inju- 
nous to the town's juſt privilege, nor ufe any method wrongouſly to defraud 
the town of their juſt taxes. All which we declare, with true and full inge- 
nun; as witneſs our hands: and further declare, that we ſhall give obedi- 
ence to the lawful commands of the Bailies of this Burgh.” 


the ut 

* * * . * * 
tend Does Mr. Smith really think, that it would be an infringement on the 
W 7 nitural rights of mankind, for a corporation, made up of protefſed Preſbyte- 
read mans, to refuſe to admit a heathen, a member of their ſociety ? It is more 


than probable, that the original intention of this Oath was to keep out ene- 
ot to their religon, particularly Papiſts : and that it was framed by the 
2 at firſt, for that very purpoſe, with a deſign to keep out Papiſts, is e- 
N ent to a demonſtration ; becauſe Pepery is therein poluvely renounced. — 

ad does not the propriety of ſuch a religious clauſe at preſent appear highly 
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and even of a religious clauſe therein, whatever objectionz e 71 
may have againſt the words of the religious clauſe in queſtion the 
Mr. Smith adds, p. 38. * Is not the exerciſe of our natury * 

* right hereby made to depend upon Chriſtian qualification; » 
Reader, does not this argument equally militate againſt * 
Reformers, who made theſe Chriſtian qualifications neceſſary y A //” 
the enjoying of places of public truſt, civil and religious, 20 | 
even to the offi e of a captain in the army? I maintain, that: 0 0 
ſociety of Chriſtians has a right to keep out, and exclude from 
their ſociety, or corporation, ſuch as are enemies to their real. 
on, or who maintain errors contrary to the true religion of Jeſys: 


and that they may lawfully require an approvation of that ref. De 
gion by oath, from every one who wants to enter as a member ö ſe 
of that ſociety, or corporation. Would not a Chriſtian, 3 a pe 
Proteſtant magiſtrate, his allowing the corporation to be made not 


up of Chriſtians and Heathens, or Proteſtants and Papiſts, be 
an unequal yoking topether + ?—l am perſuaded, after all, that 
Mr. Smith will ſcarcely be againſt ſwearing to renounce Pepery, 
although he is againſt ſwearing to the true religion. 

I cannot paſs by what Mr. Smith ſays, p. 12, at the foot, and ne 
1.3. It is not religion ilſelß, but in the profeſſian of it which 5 18 21 
meant by that phraſe, Theſe are vaſt diſtin& things: the aft 
« true religion itſelf is the mind and will of God, which is de. (ni 
« clared to us by the ſcriptures ; the profe//ion of the true religi. 
© on, is that account which a perſon, or people, make thereof 
« before the world. Now, can any magiſtrate in Scotland be 
thought to mean by the frue religion, in that clauſe, reign inte 
* ztfelf ? If he does, then his calling one to (wear it, means no 
© more but his owning upon oath, the will of God: any 
« may ſwear that clavſe, ſave Papiſte ; Deiſts themſelves may co * 
fo. He adds, in the ſame page, near the foot, I ſay then, 
© if religion itſelf is only ſworn to in that clauſe, the man only [hr 
© ſwears that he owns the will of God, by whom he ſwears — £101 


+ Certainly every Corporation has a power to make laws within themſelves, 
for the preſervation of their religion, ſo far as their authority reaches, as well 
as a Parliament has a power to make laws for the ſecurity of the religion of | 
the nation they govern : and it will puzzle Mr. Smith to make the contrary pion 
appear. And it is certain, that the Burgeſs oath is required of none but ſuch Is 1 
as want to be a member of the Corporation, or Burgh; journeymen, appren* 
tices, Cc. ate excluded. — Whether Huram was a Heathen by profeſſion of 
not, is hard to determine : certain it is, that his mother was an Iſraclite | of f 
and ſhe is ſaid to be a widow of Naphtali, 2 Chron. ii. 14. 
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Thus the ſolemn act of ſwearing is awfally profaned by both 
the impoſer and the jurant .“ In p. 14. he puts a queſtion, 
Would it not be awful work in a magiſtrate, to require one 
to ſwear by God, that he owns the being of God ?'—Strange 
reaſoning ! It is acknowledged that religion ilſelã, and the pro- 
ſeſſon of it, are very diſtinct things; but what then ? Whether 
is it ſafeſt to ſwear to the true religion itſelf, or to our profeſſi- 
on of it? When we ſwear to the true religion, this is indeed 
making a profeſſion of it; but it would be very abſurd to ſay, 
that we are ſwearing to our own profeſſion of it. Mr. Smith 
ſays, that * if it is the true religion itſelf that is ſworn to, then 
( Deiſts themſelves may do it.“ Yes, they may, fo ſoon as Deiſm 
ö ſettled by the laws of this realm; but not till then. — When 
a perſon ſwears the religious clauſe in the Burgeſs oath, he is 
not left in the dark as to what religion is eſtabliſhed, or autho- 
ned by the laws of this realm; he may ſee that, by having re- 
courſe to the act of Parliament itſelf, where he will fiad, That 
it is the doctrines of the holy ſcriptures, and theſe as ſummed 
up in our Confeſſion of Faith : as alſo Preſbyterian church-go- 
rernment, agreeable to, and founded on the word of God, that 
18 authoriſed by the laws of this realm. Now, will Mr. Smith 
aum, that a Deiſt, who denies the will of God revealed in the 
criptures, who denies the dottrines in our Confeſſion of Faith, 


of. and the government of the church; I ſay, can a Deiſt who de- 
of nies all theſe, ſwear the religious clauſe in a conſiftency with him- 
be ſelf? No, he cannot. And although a Deiſt ſhould, for ſelf- 
* intereſt, ſwear that clauſe, yet this will never prove that it is 
10 not the true religion itſelf that is ſworn to in that clauſe. 
ny What can Mr. Smith mean by telling us, © How abſurd it 
do WW ould be for a magiſtrate to deſite one to ſwear by God, 
n, that he believes the being of God?“ Pray, does Mr. Smith 
ly link, that the belief of the being of God is the whole of reli- 
_ don? A Deiſt, indeed, might ſwear this, becauſe he believes the 
being of a God, Yet, are there not many doctrines to be be- 
3 leved, and duties to be performed, plainly taught and inculcate 
e 
of + Ts it not the will of God, that Mr. Smith and T ſhould profeſs the reli- 
17 don contained in the ſcriptures, and ſummed up in the Confeſſion of Faith ? 


I it not the will of God, that we ſhould profeſs to believe Preſbyterian 
Church government ? Surely. And are not all theſe docteines revealed in his 
word, and therefore his will? Well, does Mr Smith think, that the ſolemn act 
ſwearing would be profancd in ſwearing to theſe? Well, this is the true 
elivion ſworn to in that oath; and this religion is the religion authoriſed in 
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in the word of God, which a Deiſt would not ſwear to? True [ 
religion conſiſts of the whole revealed will of God in the ſcrip. Parli 
tures; but Deiſts do not believe the whole will of God revealea WR becat 
in them: all that Mr. Smith hath ſaid here, is but a mere quibble, or, 1 
I am really wearied following him through his windings ad £ 
quirks.——To cut ſhort; I maintain, That a perſon may layfyl. time 
Iy ſwear to the will of God; or, in other words, that he mz ratifi 
ſwear to the doftrines taught in the word of God, which is his been 
revealed will, Pray, what did the If:aclites ſwear to when they the / 
entered into covenant? Was it not to the obſervation of what z0d | 
they found written in the book of the law? And, were not chur 
theſe things the will of God ? * 


Mr. Smith is obliged to own, p. 15. that the Conſeſſon of 
Faith, and the 7reſbyterian form of church-government, are 
authoriſed by the laws of the land; yet, he ſays, by reaſon of 
the way it is done, it is only an apoſtate and perfedicus profel. 
ſion which is authoriſed. In proof of this, he tells vs, that 
ia the year 1649, they were authoriſed by Parliament, 29 
they were received by the church. — Mr. Smith is quite right 
here; but, I would aſk him, how did the revolution parliament 
authoriſe them? Let him read the act itſelf: let him tell what 
the parliament means when they ſay, © Likeas, they, by theſe 
« preſents, ratify and eſtabliſh the Confeſſion of Faith, now rea 
in their preſence, and voted, and approven by them, as the 
public and avowed confeſſion of this church, G. Now, 
I would aſk Mr. Smith, what church does the parliament mean! 
It could not be the prelatic church; for this they ha juſt abo- 
liſhed: beſides, the Confeſſion of Faith here intended, never 
was the public and avowed confeſſion of their faith. It could 
not mean the Revolution church; for the General Aſſembly of 
| that church was not then yet conveened ; not bad that church 
as yet by any act publickly avowed it.-—-Now, is it pot clear, 
as light itſelf, That when the revolution parliament ratified and 
eſtabliſhed the Confeſſion of Faith, they refer unto its being 
received and avowed by the church of Scat aud, before the te- 
volution, -particulatly by the general Aſſembly 1 647 ? certain 
ly they do; otherwiſe their calling ic the pub/ick and avouel 
confeſſion of this church, would have no meaning at all. 


17 Had the Revolution Parliament compoſed a Confeſſion of Faith, and 
forced this church to receive it, this would have been Eraſtiauiſin indeed ; but 
they only ratified a Confeſſion of faith which this church had already avowed. 


n 

would aſk Mr, Smith, whether does ke think, That the 
Parliament in ſettling the true religion, ſhould have ſettled it, 
cauſe it bad been already ſettled in this church and kingdom? 
or, ſhould they have ſettled it becauſe it was, as they expreſs 
it, accarding to the truth of God's word, and had been of a /ong 
ime profeſſed within this land? Whether ſhould they have 
ified the Confeſſion of Faith, merely becauſe it had already 
deen received by the three kingdoms ; or, becauſe it contained 
the ſum and /tb/Zance of the doctrine of the reformed churches, 
:nd had been received as the avowed Confeſſion of Faith of this 
church ? 

Mr. Smith's principal objections againſt the manner of ratify. 
ug the Confeſhon of Faith at the Revolution, are, 1. Becauſe 
It was only ratified as the confeſſion of the church of Scotland, 
excluſive of the churches of England and Ireland, 2. That it 
was not ratified as a /fandard cf wmiformity with theſe churches 
of England and Ireland, but as a ſtandard of ſoundneſs in the 
faith to the church of Scotland, Page 17. he ſays, The im- 
' mediate and primary deſign and end of Scotland's receiving 
(that confeſſion is, in the preient ſettlement of it, altogether 
' and entirely paſſed by.” 


had been in the. parliament's power to have ratified the Confeſ.- 
lon of Faith, as the Confeſſion of the three kingdoms ; but, 
us! the majority of the people in both England and Ireland, 
lad adopted Prelacy; and, indeed, it is a queſtion whether e- 
ſer the majority of theſe two kingdoms entered into the ſolemn 
expue and covenant at all. I ſhall not take it upon me 10 
decide whether they did or not. True it is, that many of 
them did; and the Burghers teflify againſt, and lament over 
ldeir breach of theſe ſolemn engagements, as well as the Anti- 
burgbers. 

Yet, after all, it is a queſtion whether the Revolution Parli- 
ment could {erile the Confeſſion of Faith any otherwiſe than 
ey did. However, as this is a point too deep for me to 
Plunge into, I (ball refer the whole io Mr. Smith's deciſion.— 
Well then, had the Revolution Parliament a power to force 
lte two kingdoms of England and Ireland, to renounce Prelacy, 
nd to adopt the Preſbyterian plan? Had they a power to o- 
lige theſe two kingdoms to receive the Weſtminſter Confeſſion 
0 Faith, as the avowed confeſſion of their faith? Would Mr.. 
* 3 


The Burghers, as well as Mr. Smith, could have wiſhed it 
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E 
Smith anſwer and explain theſe two queſtions, it might © , 
great deal of light on this affair. Would it have been layfy 
in the Revolution parliament to have obliged the three naigns 
to make one profeſſion of religion under civil pains? Won 
not this have been Eraſtianiſm ? Would it not be founding 4, 
minion in grace * | 

However, this may-be, yet true it is, that the true reſigon 
is ſettled in this realm of Scotland, however imperfect the fe. 
tlement may be. It can be no argument, that I muſt renoune: 
my confeſſion of faith, becauſe my neighbour may be left to c 
fo. It can be no argument againſt the Revolution church, he 
adopting the Confeſſion of Faith, becauſe the churches of E 
gland and Ireland had rejected it. It cannot be a good ary 
ment to ſay, that becauſe the ſettlement of the true religion i; 
lame and imperfe&, I therefore ought not to profeſs that fc. 
gion ſettled, unleſs it be granted, that the imperfections of ti: 
legal ſettlement of religion, makes the true religion, thus ſettled, 
alſo imperfect. Juſt ſo, in the preſent cafe, the Burghers 1 
ways lamented over the defects of both, the laws ſettling th: 
true religion, and over the ſinful practices carried on by the jn 
dicatories of the eſtabliſhed church; yet they cannot ſee, uh 
they may not ſafely ſwear to the true religion itſelf, thus ſettle! 
although the ſettlement be faulty. Their ſwearing to the tru: 
religion does not, nor cannot imply an approbation of the defeiis 
of the laws ſettling it; for theſe are no parts of the true tt 
ligion itſelf. 

Mr. Smith, p. 19. tells us, that « Scotland's reformation, 
in adopting that confeſſion lay in the manner in which, anc 
* the end for which ſhe did adopt it, that there might be un 
* formity in confeſſion of faith in the three kingdows.'—Pagt 
20. In the Revolution ſettlement, and national profeſſion, a 
* this is quite overlooked.” Page 21. In this ſettlement, te 
* ſtandard of uniformity is retained, and the uniformity s 
dropt. Now, certainly the ſtandard retained muſt be an ei 
* dence againſt ſuch, becauſe the unifomity is dropt.“ In page 
25. he adds, All that approve of that ſettlement, whetie! 


Mr. Smith denies that the civil magiſtrate has any right to impoſe a 1 
ous oath on the members of a civil corporation ; how will he be able, 1 


conſiſtency with himſclf, to maintain, that the King, who alſo is a civil ma- 


giſtrate, has a power to impoſc a ccrtain Confeſſion of Faith, on a ww 
kingdom, under civil pains ! . 


E 


© Burghers or others, have no right to the Weſtminſter Con- 
© fefhon of Faith. They have no right to it as theirs: they 
© are not adhering to it, Paul ſays to the Galatiars, IWhoſcever 
' of you are juſtified by the law, ye are fallen from grace. 
© Theſe now approving the revolution law, eſtabliſhing religion, 
are fallen from the Weſtminſter Confeſſion of Faith. — 

The church of Scotland certainly received the Weſtminſter 
Confeſſion of Faith, as founded on, and agreeable to the word, 
2s well as for a Confeſſion of uniformity : all this was right. 
There was then ſome meaſure of uniforraity actually taken place 
in the three kingdoms: but this is not now the caſe. Alas! 


England and Ireland, have renounced this uniformity ; and 


neither the Antiburghers nor the Burghers can help it. They 
may and ſhould teſtify againſt their apoſtacy, and pray earneſtly 
that the Lord would yet turn all ranks in theſe lands to him- 
ſelf, from whom they have fo deeply revolted; but what can 
they do more? Alas! what does Mr, Smith mean, by ſpeak- 
ing at this rate? What have the Antiburghers done, for bring- 
ing about this deſired vniformity, more than they? Do not 
the Burghers equally wiſh for ſuch an vniforniny? The af 
ſembly of the church of Scotland receives the Weſtminſter 


Confeſſion of Faith, as the confeſſion of the three kingdoms, 


and as a ſtandard of uniformity : But, their principal reaſon 
for receiving it, was that they found it agreeable unto, and 
founded on the word of God; and therefore a good ſtandard of 
orthodoxy to the churches in the three kingdoms, The Burg- 
hers receive it ſo alſo; but they cannot help the ſinful apoſtacy, 
of the churches of England and Ireland, in renouncing this 
ſtandard. Muſt the Burghers loſe their right to that ſtandard, 
becauſe they maintain, that it was ratified by law at the revolu- 
tion, as the avowed confeſſion of the church of Scotland ? 

Can Mr, Smith ſay, that the Weſtminlter Confeſſion of Faith, 
was not ſettled at the revolution? No; he owns it : but then 
he ſays, it was only eſtabliſhed as the confeſſion of this church, 
What argument is there in all this? Did ever the Burghers 
receive that Confeſſion of Faith, becauſe the /aw had ratified it? 


No; they know that the truth of the dc&trines contained in it, 


did not depend on the ſanction of the law: they alſo know, 
that it was their duty to adopt that ſtandard, although their 
neighbours in England and Ireland had rejected it. 

The Burghers receive that confeſſion, as it was received by 


46 


the general aſſembly of this church, 1647. They ſtrenuouſ 
adhere to the doctrines contained. in it, and teſtify againg k, 
contrary errors. They earneſtly wiſh, that the Lord 9 declarec 
in his good time, bring about that beautiful uniformity 1. of the | 
which theſe kingdoms were once ſolemnly engaged. And ® been 2 
deed, I am very certain, the Antiburghers neither do, not 2 
they do any more. . 

Mr, Smith's endeavours to hold up the Burghers to ridicule of the 
by telling, that they have no right to the Confeſſion of Ph 
is ſo childiſh, and fo ill natured, that it deſerves no now 
Might he not as well have ſaid, that they have alſo loſt x righ 
to the Bible, becauſe ratified by Jaw ? What uniformity hays any Ur 
the Burghers dropt, which the Antiburghers have retained ? Let dropt! 
Mr. Smith tell the world, for all the reaſon he has yet giren and Ir 
formerly; their owning that it was ratified at the revolulion * 
will not be a ſufficient proof to the intelligent part of the wed —_ 
that they have loſt a right to it, 1 (ol 

Might I not aſk Mr. Smith, how did he receive the Confeſſion bug 
of Faith? whether did he receive it as founded on the word Tag 
of God, and as the confeſſion of his faith ; or did he receive i, LI 
merely as confeſſion of uniformity between the churches in gp 
the three kingdoms? The Burghers believe, that it was once A 
a confeſſion of uniformity to the three kingdoms, and they 221 
wiſh it were ſo yet. They, as I have already ſaid, teſliſy a tat | 
gainſt England and Ireland for droping it; and what can N. WH 
Smith do more ? le th 

Mr. Smith tells us, p. 18. That, the revolution, the pre. 5 


© ſent national profcſſion, is this to uniformity, as the cave 8 
Not 


e of Machpelah was to Leah; of which Jacob ſaid, There I bu 
* ried Leah. Scotland may ſay as to the revolution, the nati- 2 
© onal profeſlion, There I buried a tovenanted uniformity in ber 
religion, betwixt England, Ireland, and me.” Pray, how n 
can it be ſaid, with any propriety, that Scotland, by her preſent . 
profeſlion, has buried that uniformity, unleſs Mr. Smith can E 
lay, that the national profeſſion of the church of Scotland, is a by 
profeſſion againſt that uniformity? This he cannot do. | * 
am certain, that the revolution church would have rejoiced to . 
have ſeen England and Ireland once more returning to their rel 
ſworn uniformity ; but they could not help it: they had no . ot! 
power to force them to it, by fire and fagot. This would have = 
10 0 


been aQing a part which the word of God never warranted. 


1 

The firſt general aſſembly which met after the revolution, 
Jared, in the moſt expreſs terms, their judicial approbation 
of the true religion, and of the folemn manner in which it had 
deen avouched by public oath and covenant, See their act anent 
\ ſolemn national faſt and humiliation, at Edinburgh, the 12th 
Nov. 1690. Their doing ſo was certainly alſo an approbation 
of the uniformity ſworn to in theſe covenants. 

The church of Scotland, certainly ought to teſtify more a- 
inſt the churches of England and Ireland, than they have done; 
and their lad neglect of it is a great fin: yet, it cannot, with 
ny truth, be ſaid, that it was the church of Scotland which 
ropt that beautiful uniformity ; but the churches of England 
2nd Ireland. | 

Does Mr. Smith think, that it was ful in the Revolution 
xzrliament to ratify the Confeſſion of Faith at all, ſeeing they 
ad it not as a confeſſion of unifermzty to the three kingdoms ? 
If he does, which he ſeems to do in page 22, where he ſays, 
Had they taken no notice of the ſtandard thereof, nameiy, the 
' forefaid confeſſion, they had been % purity of a glaring con- 
' tempt of our reformation.” Pray, does Mr. Smith think, 
that the Burghers are to blame for any ſiaful omiſſions in the 
revolution ſettlement? Does he think the Burghers ſhould deny 
that the true religion is ſettled in Scotland, becauſe the Confeſ- 
ſon of Faith was not ſettled in England and Ireland? Does 
be think the Burghers ſhould fall out with the Confeſſion of 
lach, becauſe England and Ireland had rejected it? Would 
rot this be a ſinful deſpiſing of the day of ſmall things? Oughe 


that their religion has ſuch legal ſecurities given it, as no other 
people now on earth enjoy the like? Did not the Seceders 
alert this in their anſwers to Mr. Nairn &? 

However defeCtive the revolution ſettlement of religion was; 
yet there is nothing in it that hinders the church of Scotland, 
from carrying on a work of reformation in the realm of Scot- 
und: and that the uniformity is dropt in England and Ireland, 


x : When the firſt Seceders ſay, in their anſwers to Mr. Nairn, that, Our 
 Teligion bath ſuch ſecurity given it, by the preſent civil government, as no 
other people now on earth enjoy the like; I fay, when the Seceders fay fo, 
0 they not acknowledge, that the true religion is authoriſed by the laws of this 
elm! When they ſay our religion, they certainly mean the truc religion, as 
ld one can ſuppoſe, they thought their own religion a %% e one. 
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dot the Antiburghers, and Burghers both, be thankful to God, 
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«if, 
was not their fault, although they ſhould have teſtified mare 
againſt it. 

When Meſſ. Ebenezer and Ralph Erſcines, and others, j, 
the year 1722. when the Marrow of Modern Divinity was! 
pannel before the bart of the general aſſembly, did, by proteg, 
give their adherence tothe ſtandards of doctrine in this church 
to the Confeſhon of Faith, ratified in the parliament, * 
* 1650, and to the national covenant, or Confeſſion of Path; 
and when they ſay, as alſo: to the Weſtminſter Confeſſion, 
with the Larger and Shorter Catechiſms ; and we are willing tg 
ſubſcribe the three confeſſions aforeſaid, as the confeſſion of or 
faith; and particularly the Weſtminſter confeſſion, as it wi; 
received by this chorch, a» 1647: I fay, when they ſay ſo 
they do not hereby mean to renounce the revolution ſettlement, 
nor to find fault with the manmer in which the revolution church 
received the Confeſſion of Faith, as Mr. Smith alledges. They 
neither ſay, that they receive it as ratified by parliament, in the 
year I 650, nor as ratified in the year 1690; but as received 
by the general Aſſembly, 1647. ſo that this makes nothing at 
all for Mr. Smith: The Burghers alſo receive it, as it was re. 


_ ceived in the year 1647. by the general Aſſembly of the church 


of Scotland, And although they make no civil ſettlement of it 
the ground of receiving it, yet they deſire to be thankful tg 
God, that it was ratified in the year 1650. and in the yer 
1690. They date not call good evil, nor evil good. They 
deſire to bleſs the Lord, for putting it in the hearts of our cul 
ers, to give the civil ſanction to the true religion in both thele 
years. And what Mr, Smith ſays on this head, is a mere per 
verſion of, and a ſcruing the meaning and intent of what thel 
miniſters ſaid, to a ſenſe which they never intended they thous 
bear: and it is well that the Meſſ. Erſkines lived to let the world 
know what they meant by theſe expreſſions. 

If Mr. Smith ſhould aſk, why do not the Burghers receive 
the Confeſſion of Faith as received by the aſſembly 1699*? 
I anſwer, the Burghers know very well, that the Conſeſſion 0 
Faith was received by the church of Scotland before that time; 
nay, the miniſters of the eſtabliſhed church themſelves adopt the 


| ; * 28 (7. F Js ' 
+ The ſafeſt way to receive x Confeſſion of Faith, is not as eftabliſned by lau, 
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or as received by the church; but as agreeable to, and founded on the woßl 


or Gop. And this certainly was the principal reaſon the Aſembly 1647s 


had in receiving the Weſtminſter Confeſſion of Faith; and as 4 ſtandard 0k 
uniformity, a ſecondary reaſon, 
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Confeſſion, as approven of by the general Aſſemblies of this 
church. See the Formula, where the queſtion is put, Do you 

( ſincerely own, and believe the whole doctrines contained in 

{ the Confeſſion of Faith, Ypproven by the general AJemblies of 

« this church! 

Mr. Smith comes, at laſt, to find ſomething formerly ſaid 
by the Burgher miniſters, quite inconſiſtent with their preſent 
pwraftice ; then laments over their ſad apoſtacy: Ah! (ſays he 
p. 24) that they ſhould encourage people to give their ſanc- 
{ tion to the burial, and to ſet their ſeal, the ſeal of cheir oath, 
to the deed,” What Mr. Smith refers here unto, is an alt for 
1 faſt, dated at Dunfermline, January 8th, 1741. in which 
he ſays, among other grounds of falling, this is one: * Phe 
© ſinfol burying of the reformation period, in the revolution 
( ſettlement,” No doubt Mr, Smith thinks, chat he has now 
found ſomething that is unanſwerable againſt the poor Burghers. 
have not the act for that faſt by me; nor do remember of 
ever ſeeing it; but I can tell Mr. Smith, that the cauſe of Faſt- 
ing produced by him, does not fay, that the revolution ſettle— 
ment buried the reformation prencipies, but the refyrmation pe— 
19d, Theſe miniſters who drew up the cautes of that ft, could 
not hold up their face to God, and ſay that the revolution ſettle— 
o eat buried the true religion; had they done ſo, let them be 
vent orgbers or Antiburghers, I would not heſitate to dechire, that 
bey beir faſting on that account would be but folemn mockery. 
cul- [ apprehend, that what is meant in that act for a fait, by 
heir ſaying, that the reformation period was buried in the 


ver. evolution ſettlement,” is not, that the zrze religion, even the 
heſe een of the reformation period was buried: for this they 


uid not ſay; 1. Becauſe the revolution ſettlement did not 
bury it. No; they ratified and eſtabliſhed not only the Weſt. 
inſter Confeſſion of Faith, but alſo the national covenant, mide 
nd ſworn to before the year i 592.,—The n3:tional covenant 
as made and ſworn to, in the firſt period of reformation, and 
Ritied by law: theſe laws are revived at the revolution. The 
tional covenant was adopted and ſworn in the ſecond period 
df reformation, namely, in the years 1638. and 1639.; I 
the national covenant was ſworn in the firſt period of the 
flormation, , renewed in the ſecond, and warranted at the re- 
diution, _ Now, this being the caſe, wit2 what propriety can 
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that the reformation period was buried ? 


When it is ſaid in that act for a faſt, that the reformation 


it be ſaid, that the reformation period was buried in the revcly muſt 
tion ſettlement? In the national covenant, this religion is verlc 
called God's eternal truth: and whatever defects are in the lay vena 
eſtabliſhing this true religion; yet it is, and muſt be the religion refot 
ſworn to in the burgeſs oath. of $i 
Perhaps Mr. Smith will be ſurprized, when I affirm, that the eſtab 
national covenant was warranted at the revolution: I date oy 
Mr. Smith will own this. He knows very well that the national T 
covenant was a part of the reformation attained unto in the ſtate 
firſt period of reformation ; and I dare ſay, he knows that the {tbl 
revolution ſettlement ratified and revived ALL the Acts made hat 
in behzlf of the true religion, during that period. Let hin ode 
deny it if be can &. He allo knows very well, that in the . 
cond period of reformation, the national covenant was adopted Lore 
and renewed. He likewiſe knows, that the folemn league and [ fin 
covenant was vindicate from the indignitiæs caſt upon it in the he ac 
perſecuting period. He knows, that the Revolution pailiament 
reſcinded the laws which were made both avainſt it and the nz. lhe e 
tional covenant, For the ſake of the reader, I ſhail quote one lutio 
act made in the per ſecuting period againſt theſe covenants, namely, ee 
the 5th Act of king James VII's firſt parliament, entitled, e 
« declaring it treaſon to take ar own the covenants.” The tenor Cont 
whereof follows: Our ſovereign Lord, and eſtates of pili WM! 
ment, do hereby declare, that the giving or taking of dee i 
* national covenant, as explained in the year 1633 ; or the nel: 
© league and covenant, (ſo commonly called) or wcizing in de Jon 
* fence thereof, or owning them as lawful or obligatory on In U 
© themſelves or others, ſhall infer the crime and pain of e 
— Now, reader, this abominable act was expreily by name 1% . 
ſcided by the revolution parliament. How then can it be fad chin 
ment 


ert 


period was buried in the revolution ſettlement, it cannot mezny co 

| : . ' real! 

that the Pprefeſſion of the reformation period was buried; but it all 

: Nanc 
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* Leſt ſome readers might ſtill doubt, after all I have ſaid, about the 1221008 are; 

covenants being authoriſed in the revolution ſettlement, I thall give my 1 
ſons for this aſlertion thus: The Revolution parliament expretly rates the 

act 1592.; the act 1592. cxpreſly ratifies the 9gth act 1581. with the hat pate as | 

ticular acts therein mentioned; one of theſe acts ratifies the Confetlon d el 


Faith, or national covenant.—lI know, ſome of the Antiburghers refuſe that 
the national covenant was eſtabliſhed at the revolution; but whoever does {o, 
maniteſt that they have not yet made a proper enquiry into what is cſtabillhed 
by law, or what is not. 


3 
muſt mean, that the practice of that period was buried and o- 
rerlooked, by neglecting to become a covenanting ſtale, a co 
venanting church. The lame true religion, profeſſed in the 
formation period, is ratified at the revolution, in the realm 
of Scotland. Neither is there any law in being, to prevent the 
eſtablihed church from not only owning theſe covenants, but 
entering into them allo, themſelves, 

Theſe indeed are blemi(h:s in the practice of both church and 

tate ; but all this does not ſay, that the true religion is not e- 
tbliſhed : nay, it would be as abſurd to fay this, as to ſay 
bet the Lord did not commend ſome good kings, as having 
done right in the fight of the Lord, becauſe it is added, Never- 
theleſs the high places were nat removed; or to ſay, that the 
Lord did not commend the church of Thyatita, when he ſays, 
[ know thy wor ks, and charity, and ſervice, aud faith, becauſe 
he adds, Nevertheleſs, 1 have a few things agat 1 thee. © 
need ſcarcely take any notice of what Mr. Smich ſays about 
the eſtabliſhing of preſbyterian church government at the revo- 
Jution : he affirms, p. 28. that it was an ap77ate one, becauſe 
not eſtabliſhed as the government of the church of Chrilt in the 
three kingdoms. What I have ſaid about the ratifying the 
Confeſſion of Faith, might ſuffice as an anſwer to this. I would 
only remark, The Revolution church eſtabliſhed it as agreeable 
to the word of Cod, and moſt conducive to promote true god- 
lineſs and piety K. For my own part, I think, that their rea- 
ſon was extremely good, for ſettling it as the only government 
; 0" this church, although they did not ſettle it in England and 
Ireland, 
How can Mr. Smith affirm, as he does, p. 30. that the 
divinity of that ordinance, namely, preſbyterian church govern- 
ment, was ſtruck at, when the revolution parſiament expreſly 
lert, that, „It was agreeable to the word of God, and moſt 
conducive for promoting true piety and godlineſs?“ I am 
ſally ſurpriſed at Mr. Smith. —Can the divinity of any ordi- 
dance be ſtruck at, when that very ordinance is poſitively de- 
lared to be apreeable to the word of God ? 

| have heard ſome Antiburghers own, that the true religion 
as eſlabliſhed at the revolution; but then they ſaid it was on- 
J eſtabliſhed, as agreeable to the inclinations of the generality 
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of the pecple. I have already confuted this, by ſhewing, that 
the true religion was eſtabliſhed as agreeable to the word of 
God. See the act itlelf, p. 39, 40, 41.3 read it, and let i 
decide the matter. 

Perhaps, what Mr. Smith has advanced on this head, may paß 
with ſuch as are prejudiced in his favours, and are not acquiine 
ed with the act oi Parliament: they may think it is certainly (9 
becauſe he has ſaid ir; but let none pin their belief ot tis, 0 
What either he or I have affirmed about it: let the revolution 
act be heard, and allowed to ſpeak for itſelf. 

With reſpect to what Mr. Smith advances about the Uniny, 
I need only tell him, that the Burghers are equally as much 8 
galoſt whatever is wrong in it, as the Antiburghers are; but 
then, they dare not ſay, the true religion was not ratilied then, 
as well as at the revolution, in the realm of Scotland : for the 
act 1690. is made an eſſential article of that Union; ſo that 
the true religion is really authoriſed by law, in this realm, 
though Prelacy is authoriſed in England and Ireland. Woull 
It not be a very abſurd argument, if the church of England 
ſhould fiy, that Prelacy was not eſtabliſhed in England, because 
Preſbyrery was eſtabliſhed in Scotland? Equally abſurd is it for 
us to ſay, that Preſbytery is not eſtabliſhed in Scotland, becauſe 
Prelacy is eſtabliſhed in England, It would be needleſs for me 
to tell Mr. Smith over and over again, that the Burghers really 
deteſt Prelacy as much as he does; and bear as faithful a tell 
mony againſt it. Neither does, nor can their acknowledging 
that the true religion is eſtabliſhed in this realm, be an homolo 
gating of the defects of the laws eſtabliſhed in it, nor of the h 
eſtabliſhing Prelacy in England.-—Never let Burghers nor Ang 
burghers carry their teſtimony beyond the houndaries of truth, 

Might I not aſk Mr. Smith, whether or not he thinks his t 
religion is authoriſed in this realm? If it is, then certainly the 
profeſſion of it mult be ſo alſo; for, it would be very abſurd 
to ſay, that the ?rwe religzon is authoriſed, but the profeſſion ol 
it is forbidden. He might as well ſay, that although Prelacy 
authoriſed in England, yet the profeſſion of it is not: and ti 
a perſon in England, who ſwears to Prelacy, does thereby 1079 
logate Preſbyiery, becauſe that is eſtabliſhed in Scotland.! 
have often been ſurprized at the Antiburghers conduct, in ex 
plaining the law always againſt themſelves, 

However defective the revolution ſetilement may be; Jet 


61) ; | 
were is nothing in it to hinder either the eſtabliſhed church, 
the Antiburghers, nor the Burghers from owning the binding 
obligations of our ſolemn covenants, even entering into them 
themſelves. 

Mr. Smith, p. 44, 45- comes to charge ſome of the Burghers 
with inconſiſtency ; he brings in Mr. Erſkine as one, while ſay- 
ing, It is to be lamented, that ever this ground of perplexity 
vas given to the Lord's people, by introducing this queſtion 
into the judicatories, and much more by bringing it into the 
{ pulpit :* and he cites a pampbler intitſed, The /awfulneſs of 
the religious clauſe in the Burgeſs caths aſſerted, p. 3, 4. Again, 
he finds Mr. Erſkine contradicting himſelf in his pamphlet, intit- 
ed, Fancy no Faith, p. 34, 35. where Mr. Erſkine ſays, It 
«© was the duty of miniſters, when this debate came among them 
© about the Burgeſs oath, according to Jer. xv. 19. To take 
ferth the precious from the vile.“ Afﬀter citing theſe two 
places, Mr. Smith adds. Here his ſelf-contradiction is evident 
' to all who underſtand what they read. — Again, Mr, Smith 
finds Mr. Erſkine, in Fancy u Faith, p. 35. maintaining, that 
' no man can lawfully ſwear, either to his own, or any others 
ptofeſſion. — Again, he finds him grant, in his Law/ulneſs, &c. 
That by ſwearing his precious clav's, one oblipes himſelf to 
maintain what is commendable in the nation, relating to the 
' true religion, namely, the national! profeſſion thereof, and 
the national Jaws authoriſing it. — Vr. Smith cites this laſt, 
and marks it with the quotation mark, as if the words were 
Mr. Erſkine's; whereas there are no ſuch words in that pamph- 
let he refers to, ſo ſar as J can find. | 

However, pray what inconſiſtency would there be in ſaying, 
that it was a pity that che Burgeſs oath ſhould ever have been 
ntroduced into the judicatories, or pulpits? and ſaying, that 
alter it did come before them, that it was their duty to ſeparate 
ihe precious from the vile? What inconſiſtency is there between 
Maintaining, that no one can lawfully ſwear to his own pro- 
feſſon, or the profeſlion of another; and yet at the ſame 
lime maintain, that we are obliged to acknowledge what may 
be good in a proſeſhon, or in the laws ſettling religion? Let 
the reader compare the two pamphlets referred unto, where 
bey will find, that Mr. Erſkine has, by unan{werable argu- 
ments, proven, that it is neither the pro, n, nor the ſettle- 
nent of religion, that is ſworn to in the religious clauſe ; but 
the TRUE REL1G10N, Profe//ed and fel tled. 
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Pray, where does Mr. Ralph Erſkine confute Mr, Brgy; 
as Mr. Smith alledges? ls it fair in Mr. Smith to buſk ap a 
quotation, and father it on Mr. Erſkine, when no ſuch words 
are to be found in that pamphlet referred to; and then 0 ri. 
umph over the Burghers as men inconſiſtent with themſelves 
and with one another? Alas! has not Mr. Smith murdered dy 
only Mr. Erſkine's charaCter, but even his words; and makes 
him ſpeak things inconſiſtent with himſelf, and things he never 
thought of? I can appeal to the pamphlets referred unto, if 
Mr, Erſkine is not quite conſiſtent with himſelf, and with the 
truth, in both theſe pamphlets. —Aſtonifliing ! What good end 
does Mr. Smith propoſe to himſelf, by thus endeavourino 10 
ridicule the Burghers, as men of no principles, men who ue 
inconſiſtent with themſelves, and with one another ?—.1 might 
zetort on Mr. Smith, and teil him, that the Antiburghers are 


| alſo inconſiſtent with themſelves, and with one another; but 
What good end would this ſerve ? Would not this be rendering 
- railing for railing? Such a conduct would not ſavour of the 


Spirit of Chriſt; No: ſuch railing accuſations give ſhrewd e- 
vidences of a perſon's being actuated by his own ſpirit, and not 
by the meek and lowly Spirit of Chriſt; who, though he wa; 
reviled, reviled nat again. Alas! If we have no other foun- 


dation to build our own characters upon, but upon the ruins of 


our neighbours, it is a bad foundation indeed ! And has not 
Mr. Smith, by his own conduct, brought an indelible flur upon 
his own character, if he has any to loſe ? 

Mr. Smith goes on, and triumphs over Mr. Brown, becauſe 
he acknow!edges, that the Burghers admit perſons even to the 
miniſtry, who may differ from them in their faith about tit 
Burgeſs oath. But, pray, where lies the inconſiſtency ? Dis 
not the Burghers from the beginning inſiſt, that as miniſters and 
people were divided and broken in their judgment, about the 
religious clauſe in the Burgeſs oath, that therefore, an approva- 
tion or diſapprobation thereof, ſhould not be required as 2 term 
of miniſterial and Chriſtian communion ? And, was it not for 
their infiſtiog for this very thing, that the Antiburghers ſeparit 
ed themſelves into a new Synod, and found the Burghers had 
dropt the whole teſtimony ? | 

Let Mr. Smith, if he is able, ſhew that a perſon cannot de 
qualified to receive the ſeals of the new covenant, unleſs he allo 
be qualified to ſee, with Mr, Smith's eyes, the ſinfulneſs of tne 
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religious clauſe. Let bim produce his ſtrong arguments, and 
give the world undeniable proofs of it: and until once he is 
ble to make it appear, that a diſapprobation of that oath is a 
ſcriptural qualification in order to be admitted to receive the ſeals 
of the new covenant, and a term of communion which thould be 
impoſed on all, he never will be able to prove it a ſcriptural 
term of communion. — Pray, why ſhould it be ſo, more than 
an approbation of the awful cenſures paſt on the Burghers? If 
the Antibarghers acted agreeable to the word of God, in paſ- 
ſing theſe cenſure, certainly an approbation of them is as neceſ- 
ary as a diſapprobation of the Burgeſs oath is. Mr. Smith ſays, 
that an approbation of theſe cenſures is not required of the 
people: let this be as it will, I am certain, were any of Mr. 
Smith's: people to appear before his ſeſſion, and take a proteſt 
that they (hall be at liberty to teſtify againſt them, for inflifttng 
eſe cenſores on the Burghers ; and that they (hall not be o- 
bliged to pay any regard to any acts for faſts, wherein a praying 
for a bleſſing on theſe cenſures, is enjoined ; I ſay, in ſuch a 
aſe as this, I am almoſt certain, that Mr. Smith and his ſeſſion, 
would not ſuffer ſach perſons to pals wich impunity : yet Mr. 
smith affirms, that an approbation of theſe cenſures was never 
required ; and yet a diſapprobation of the religious clauſe in the 
Burgeſs oath is ſo. —If this is not inconſiſtency, it is at leaſt 


not pzrtiality, 
pon Mr. Smith endeavours, in his own way, to hold up the 
Purghers to ridicule 3 he ſays, The inſcription on their altars is, 
e Fur the Burgeſs cath: that their Synod is, The Synad for 
7 the Burgeſs oath ;* and that they have © dedicated an offering 
1 ' unto it, which the price of the creation could not purchaſe, 
Dic even goſpel ordinances; that their conſtitution is ſettled in 
and ' oppoſition to church order; that their miniſters are diſ- 
' honeſt ; that they have dropt the teſlimony ; and that they 
bs 


* have loſt a right to the Confeſſion of Faith; that they are in 
* Oppolition to one another; that they account ſwearing incon- 
liderable.”—Any who reads his book will ſee all theſe charges 
brought out agalnſt them. I ſhall give them no other anſwer, 
wan what Hezeklah commanded his ſervants to give to Rabſha- 
kin, for they carry a confutation in their own boſom. 

Reader, perhaps Mr. Smith may boalt and ſay, that this is 
a Mort way of anſwering the charges he has laid againſt che 
Surghers ; but, whatever Mr. Smith may ſay, I find that in 
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anſwering him here, I would be obliged to ſay things by way 


of retaliation, which I do not chuſe to do: neither do [ think 
it would ſerve any good end. I have already made the cot. 


trary appear; and a repetition wbuld be entirely needleſs, 
What good end would it ſerve to tell him, though it is an un. 
deniable truth, that their ſynod at firſt was, made up of itregulat 
ſeparatiſts ;-—2 number of inconſiſtent members ;—a ſynod of 
excommunication, who have imbrued their hands in the blood 
of the Lord's eminent ſervants — and ſtill throwing duſt upon 
their memory, and praying to the God of love to curſe theſe 
whom he has already bleſſed, and taken home to glory 4 
ſynod of polluted and defiled members, who ſtood wholly in 
need of being purified by church cenſure themſelves ; the guilty 
alternatly rebuking and admoniſhing the guilty for their irregy- 
larity, &c.—How curious to fee, one party of them by turns 
waſhing the others foul! face with their defiled bloody hands !— 
Monſtrous work ! —But theſe who are filthy will be filthy ſtill, 

Mr. Smith finds Mr. Brown alſo guilty of inconliſtency, be- 
cauſe he had ſaid, That our covenanting anceſtors were con- 
vinced, that covenanting was probably, with apoſtolic approba- 
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but then he has alſo proven it, to be only an occaſional duty. 


tion, practiſed in the Macedonian church; and again, ſaying, 
that it appears from ſcripture, that covenanting is but an oc- 
caſional duty of religion, as godly David, nor Solomon, during 
the eighty years of their reign, had never gone about that duty, 
nor were reproved of God for their omiſſion of it: and as Chriſt 
and his diſciples, ſo far as we know, did not go about it.— 
Now, pray, where is the inconſiſtency of all this? Mr. Brown 
has proven covenanting to be a duty taught in the word of God: 
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And till Mr. Smith prove that David and Solomon had ſinned 
againſt the Lord, for neglecting that duty; and till he prove, 
that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and his diſciples, did enter into pub- 
lic covenant, - he never will be able to diſprove what Mr. Brown 
has ſaid. I am perſuaded that Mr. Brown, and the relt of the 
Burghers, are as true friends to covenanting as Mr. Smith can 
be. I know it is a common cant with the Antiburghers, %% 
do not the Burghers renew the covenants? 1 would here beg 
leave to aſk Mr. Smith the following queries: If covenanting 
is not an occaſional duty, how oft ought the church to go about 
it? If covenantiog be a ſcriptoral term of communion, how 
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ts ſealing ordinances, from year to year, who have never re- 
newed the covenants? Perhaps, he may fay, they admit per- 
ons who are ſtanding open to light, although they may not 
wwe actually as yet, in perſon, renewed theſe covenants. But, 
my, bow long do they allow them to ſtand open to light? 
Certain it is, that there are many in their communion who 
Me remained, perhaps 20 or 30 years open to light, and yet 
kave never, to this day, renewed theſe covenants? How come 
hey to diſpenſe with theſe K, and yet continually upbraid the 
Barghers for not going about covenanting? Mr. Smith had 
not need to mock, leaſt his bands be made ftrong. Cove- 
wanting is a ſerious work; and ought to be goa? about in 
4 ſerious manner. Alas! if the Antiburghers were daly ſen— 
ſble, of the great weight and importance of this duty, it would 
reach them more humility : whereas heit dunning the Burghers a- 
bout covenanting, gives too much evidence of ſpiritual pride. The 
Burghers think, that it is not a proper time to covenant, when 
the profeſſed friends of Chriſt are broken and divided in their jodg- 
went. That it is not a time for it, when the one party are ex- 
communicating the other,—Tt is not the religious clauſe in the 
burgels oath that hinders them; there is nothing in it now, 
nore than was in the year 158 1. to hinder them; nay, I might 
have ſaid in the year 1638. as the Antiborghers alledge. No; 
this is not their reaſon ; it is the broken, ſhattered, and divided 
ſate of the church. They own the binding obligations of theſe 
wrenants, entered into by our anceſtors: an adherence to them 
8 required of their members ; but then, how to act in this di- 
wed time is the difficulty. If the Burghers go abont it, they, 
n the confeſſion of ſins, mult teuify againft the Antiburghers: 
ain, the Antiburghers muſt teſtify againſt the Burghers ; the 
MNillians againſt both. What inconſiſtent work would this 


: Im perſuaded, that all the lawful terms of commnnion are already 
ſeled in the- word of God; and that no church can lawfully impoſe a term 
"Ommunion on the Lord's people, but what is founded on the word of 
bod, Again, I think that no church can, without finning agaiaſt God, dif- 
ſeals with theſe terms. Now, if public covenanting is a conſtant duty, and 
"Nt an occafional one, are not the Antiburghers equally as inconſiſtent with 
lemſelves as the Burghers are, in diſpenſing with this duty, as to the admiſ- 
het of many of their members who. never renewed the covenants? Many of 
members have been indulged, lying open to light, as they are pleaſed to 
nit, about renewing theſe covenants, till death cloſed their eyes, Does 
"01 Mr. Smith know, that many of the Antiburghers themſelves diſpute the 
Rohniety and expediency of their mode of renewing theſe national tics ? 
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be? Would: not this be a covenanting for ſtrife and 4 
bate —— | | 
. Mr. Smith needs not reply, and ſay, if the Burghers are right, oo 
what need they heſitate to teſtify againſt all others who ar 
wo wrong ? I ſhall anſwer him, by aſking him this queſtion; 5 + 
| pole a difference ſhould happen in Mr. Smith's COngregation, = 
perhaps the one balf againſt the other; admit the matter of a 
| ference is about ſome trifling affair, yet each party oppoſe one 
another with the greateſt keenneſs; would Mr. Smith, in ſyc 
a broken ſituation as this, celebrate the ſacrament of the Loyd 
| ſupper? I dare ſay he would not. Well, here is a circar; 
il . Nance that renders communicating, although a moral duty, 90 
if a preſent duty: and after all, their is a vaſt difference between 
communicating and covenanting ; in the one caſe, Chriſt iy; 
(8 For as oft as ye ds this; bat the frequency of the other is WF 
| undetermined in the word of God. Mr. Brown, when he lays 

F that neither Chiiſt nor his apoſtles recommended covenanting 
as a preſent duty, does not mean to ſay, that it was not a duty 
at all; no: and if Mr. Smith had cited his words fully, the 
reader might at once ſee, that the charge of inconſiſtency 3gain 
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bim, would fall to the ground. And although it be granted ii”? 

| : . i - | Rel 
that the Macedonian church, their entering into covenant, a8. 10 
with the apoſtles approbation; yet, I doubt much if Mr. Smith be 4 
can make it appear, that ever the apoſtles entered into it them * 
ſelves. Covenanting is a duty warranted by ſcripture examples * 


bat that it is only an occaſional duty, ſeems plain from David, 
Solomon, Sc. their not going about it, ſo far as we-know, 
without being reproved for their neglect of it. Yet, the Burg: 
bers muſt be continually upbraided, becauſe they do not imme. 
diately go about that duty. Let Mr. Smith, and every ont 
who upbraids them, take care that they be not wiſe above what 
is written. 
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I am perſuaded, that when a people enter into covenant vill a 
God, they fhould take care that the truths ſworn to, and tt F 


engagements they come under, be clearly and explicitly taugt 
in the word of God, otherwiſe how can the ſwearer, {wear in 
truth and in judgment. A forcing of people to ſwear to mr 
ters which they cannot underſtand, muſt be very ſinful; and | 
am perſuaded, that not one half of ſuch of the Antiburghers 
bave covenanted, did underſtand all that they ſwore unto : mull 
not an implicit ſwearing be a ſin? Yes, Whatftever is nit“ 
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10 is ſm. Let none ſay that the Burghers are enemies e 
| renanting ; when the people of God are unanimous, add 
in hand in band in that ſolemn work: but they cannot ſee 
hat a time of diviſion among the profeſſed friends of Chriſt, is 
a fit ſeaſon for it. 
1 know many good people among the Antiburghers, tt 
he neglect of that duty as a ſad ſign of apoſtacy in the Burghers: 
ad indeed Mr. Smith endeavours to confirm ſuch in their miſ- 
ken notion, It is not from any diſreſpect to the duty of co- 
jenanting, that they have not eſſayed it; but from an appre- 
henfion that this is not a proper ſeaſon for it, in the preſent 
broken ſtate of the church..—O that the Lord would heal theſe 
breaches, which are wide as the ſea, and make his people yet 
become as one ſtick in his hand. 
Mr. Smith, in the 54th page of his pamphlet, critically har- 
rangues on the word as. He ſays, * It is all one whether the 
word as be in or out of the clauſe; the ſwearer is as much 
| engaged to the human and faulty manner of profeſling and 
ſettling religion, wanting as in his oath as having it. Then 
he puts a queſtion, Allow me to aſk, Are not theſe words, 
| Religzon preſently profeſſed, of the very ſame meaning with 
' this, religion wyich is preſently profeſſed ?? I anſwer, neither 
the word as, nor the words which zs, are to be found in the 
religious clauſe : and ſuppoſe the words whbzch is preſently pro- 
felſed, were in it; theſe words differ very much in meaning 
rom the word as preſenly profeſſed. And although Mr. 
Smith thinks that he has found Mr. Brown here alſo inconſiſtent 
with himſelf, yet he is ſadly miſtaken; for Mr. Brown tells us, 
that theſe miniſters and chriſtians, who ſcrupled to ſwear the 
ajuration oath, quarrelied at the word as in that oath. Again, 
when ſpeaking of the feligious clauſe in the burgeſs oath, he 
lays, * The words of the oath are not as preſently profeſjed, but 
' words of a very different import.“ Where is the inconſiſten- 
ey of all this? Is it inconſiſtent for one to find fault with an 
ah, becauſe the word as is in it, and to approve of another 
bath, becauſe it wants that word? The Burghers have always 
Maintained, that if the word as had been in that clauſe, that it 
would have implied an homologation of the defects in the man- 
der of proſeſſing the true religion ſworn to. 
Allow me to aſk Mr. Smith, If it would not be lawful for 
um 10 ſwear to the true religion, ptofeſſed by a n & 
12 
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and yet, at the ſame time, very unlawful to ſwear to prog 
- It as that hypocrite does? Would not this be a (wearing 10 
make a hypocritical profeſhon of it? Whereas his (wearing n 
the true religion <v4:ch that hypocrite profeſſes, would not, 30 
could not include a homologating of his hypoeriſy, I thin 
the very meaneſt capacity may eaſily ſee, that there is 2 vaſt 5 
ence between the words which is, and the word as.-—Apain 
If one was called to ſwear to the divinity of the Lord's ſupper 
diſpenſed by Antiburghers, might he not do it lawfully Bu 
if he was obliged to ſwear to the divioity of it, as they dhe 
#, would not this be a homologating their dropping the good 
old way of debarring from that table, now practiſed by ſony 


of thera ? the ge 
Does Mr. Smith think, that no * perſon can be reaſoned them 

« with,“ who ſays, that the words which is, and the word a, Nr, E 
have, and bear a very difierent meaning? Here indeed i quicir 
ſtrife about words. Mr. Smith, in p. 57. ſays, What Lede 
© tures muſt he (Mr. Brown] have to his people, to his ſtudents vit 
upon the third commandment? Here he introduces Mr, in 
Brown again as inconſiſtent with himſelf; he affirms, that Mr, em 
Brown aſlerts at one time, That the Burghers believe the con- revo| 
« flitation of the revolution church not to be Eraſtian:“ then ſuch 
he brings him in as ſaying, * That king William, calling the Mr, 
« Aſſembly to diſſolve, was an Eraſtian requirement.”— What ances 
Mr. Brown ſays on this head, is (mihi) in p. 7 5. where, ſpeak ſelf, 
ing againſt the ſinful omiſſions of the Preſbyterian clergy at the T 
revolution, he tells us, that among other omiſſions they were ſem 
guilty of, this was one, That they did too readily diſſolve, or * 
« prorogue their General Aſſemblies, in obedience to the Eralti wy 
© an requirements of K. William and Q. Anne.” The Burgiers ng 
think, that there is a vaſt difference between a king's calling an Tal 
aſſembly, and diſſolving it; the former the Burghers allow, and te 
all Prateſtants allow of. Does not our Confeſſion of Faith uti 
maintain the ſame? See the 2 3d char. where it is ſaid, That eo! 
the civil magilirate © bath a power to call ſynods, to be preſent oe 
« at them, and to provide, thar whatſoever is tranſacted in them, chu 
© be according to the mind of God.“ And altho' the Burghers LE 
own, that a Chriſtian magiſtrate caonot lawfully diſſolve a Ge. ple 
veral Aſſembly ; yet they own that he may call one. And I , 
Ve 


dare ſay Mr. Smith himſelf will own this; and may do it in? 
eqnliltency with maintaining the intrialic power of the church, 


66950 


he ſume ume; and although the act 159 2 requires, that 


bly z yet the power of diſolving theſe aſſemblies, appears to be 
| Jeſt to the true kirk :* The words are, and declaris that it fall 
de lauchfull to the kirk and miniſters, every zeir at the leaſt, 
; agd oſinet pro re nata, as occaſion and neceſſitie fall require, 
| to held and keep general aſſemblies 3 providing that the king's 
; mijeſtie, of his commillioners with them, to be appointed be 
i his higtineſs be preſent at ilk general aſſembly, before the di- 


vt f ö 2 
14 ſolving thereof.“ By this act, the king, or his commiſſioner, 
y has 2 power to nominate the time and place where the next 


peneral aſſembly ſh3il be holden; but, in cafe of his abſence, 
the general aſſembly has a power to nominate time and place 
hemſelves,— * as they have been in uſe thir times by-paſt.”— 
Mr. Brown certainly is right in ſaying, that king Wilkam's re- 
quicing the aſſembly to diſolve, was Eraſtian; yet this will not 
Trove, that the revolution ſenlement of religion is Eraſtian: 
either can Mr. Smith produce one act of parliament, preſent- 
ly in force, that ſays, that the king may difſoive the general 
iſembly at pleaſure : And if ever any of the aſſembſies ſince the 
revolution were diſolved by the king, the clergy who obeyed 
ſuch unlawful and Eraſtian commands, were certainly culpable, 


1 

1 Mr, Brown ſays, that the Seceders teſtity againſt ſuch complis 
1 ances; but all this does not make him inconſiſtent with him- 
. ſelf, as Mr. Smith would infinuate. , 


The act of parliament allows the king to call ſynods, or aſ- 
ſemblies; the Confeſſion of Faith does the ſame ; and Mr. Smith, 
| hope, will not venture to avow that there are Eraſtian errors 
taught in the Weſtminſter Confeſſion of Faith; and even allow- 
Ing that the act anent calling ſynods or general aſſemblies was 
Eraſtian, this will not prove that the ſettlement of religion at 


n 

0 the Revolution was ſo : for the religion eſtabliſhed at the Revo. 
th lution was Jong before reccived and profeſſed in the church of 
at *0land, Eraſtianiſm is the magiſtrate's taking vpon himſelf 
me Eſtabliſh and force upon a church, a religion which that 
, church never approved of; and taking upon bimſelf to eftabliſh, 
is Wa © impoſe any form of government upon a church which he 
e pleaſes ; bur nothing. like this was the caſe at the revolution; 
1 ſor then, the tt oe religion was ſettled, 1, Becauſe it was agree- 


] _ . 
We lo the word of God; and, 2. As it had been of a long. 


the king, or his commiſſioner, be preſent at ilk general aſſem- 
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time profeſſed in this church. — If there be any thing like Fuat. 
tianiſm here, let Mr. Smith ſhew where it lies. | 

However, I can tell Mr. Smith, that Mr. Brown would Ig 
ture on the third commandment as orthodoxly as he would dh 
himſelf. Might not any one, with more reaſon, wonder why 
kind of lectures Mr. Smith would make on ſuch paſſages of holy 
ſcripture as have the word as in them? Would he tell lj 
hearers that it was the ſame with the words which i; ? Hyy 
would he lecture on 1 Pet. ill. 8. Finally, be ye all af ue ming 
have compaſſion one of another, love as brethren * How would 
he explain the word as in this verſe? Would he (ay, joy 
which is brethren ?— I am really aſtoniſhed at his manner gf 
quibbling. | 

Mr. Smith certainly evidences too much ill- nature, when be 
favs, p..57. that Mr. Brown had openly vented blaſphemy 
ſtuff, when he had ſaid, that the Burghers and Antiburgher 
differences ſeemed, to themſelves at leaſt, not inconſiderable 
Here Mr. Smith would extort a meaning from Mr. Brom 
words, as if he maintained, that falſe ſwearing was inconſider. 
able: can any one help thinking, that Mr. Smith appears to be 
actuated by his own ſpirit, when he writes in this manner? M. 
Brown only means, that both Burghers and Antiburghers cr. 
ried their differences farther than they ought to have done; and 
that there was too much heat on both ſides : and yet Mr. Smith 
calls this bl/a/phemeus ſtuff * 

I need ſcarccly notice what Mr. Smith ſays about the Revo. 
lution ſettlement, p. 32. that © There is not in it a ſaying, 
« The Lord liveth, which brought us out of the land of the narth; 
© though it may be pled, there is a ſaying, The Lord liveth, 
e which brought us up out of Egypt.” All I ſhall fay on dis 
head is, that we ought to be thankful for ſmall mercies, and 


»I make no doubt but Mr. Smith will own, that the Burghers acted with 
too great a degree ot head; but I hefitate whether he will own, that the ans 
tiburghers were faulty in any part of their conduct: certain it is, whatever he 
may tay, every one who is acquainted with depraved human nature will own, 
that when differences had riſen to ſuch a height, each party would lock on 
their own fide of the difference to be of more importance than it really was 
— An it certainly thews Mr. Brown's humility, to acknowledge, that theit 
differences were lefs conſiderable than they looked upon them to b; and yet 
he muſt be uphraided, and charged with inconſiſtency by Mr. Smith. —Nay, 
he ſcoffs at him, in another place, for ſignifying, that the Burgher party vat 
increaſing in the caſt. Mr. Smith {ays, he might have ſaid in the well of 
Scotland alſo. Indeed, the virulent manner in which Mr. Smith wril6, 
ſhews that his ſpirit has been rankled, on account of the Burghers incꝛealug 
ſo nc ar bis borders. | 


1 


+ to deſpiſe them. We have reaſon to thank the Lord, that 


al de church was delivered from the hot fire of perſecution at the 
| larious revolution: and I think we ſhould not deſpiſe the re- 
7 lation church any more than the children of Iſrael did the 
0 


Cond temple. It is ſaid, indeed, that they who had ſeen the 
vlory, of the firſt temple wept when they ſaw the foundation of 
the ſecond laid: but, did they deſpiſe it? No: they were thank- 
ful that the Lord had put it in the king's heart, to allow them 
o build it: they did not reject the building as an Eraſtian one, 
beczuſe commanded to be built by the king of Babylon. And 


1 v; the king of Babylon reſtored the gold, &c. which Nebuchad- 
J nezzar had taken away, ſo did the Revolution parliament reſtore 


the true doctrine, worſhip, and diſcipline of the church of Scot- 

und, which had been wreſted from her during the perſecuting 
riod. 

. Smith has all along endeavoured to blacken the Burghers 

characters, and to expoſe them as the worſt ſett of men. Then 

at laſt he comes to ſhew, That the Antiburgher ſynod could 

dot be reconciled to the word, had they not cenſured the Bur- 


ghers in the manner they did, by depoſing and excommunicat- 
ing them. 


| ſhall now proceed to conſider what Mr. Smith ſays about 
thele awful cenſures ; but before proceeding, I ſhall beg leave 
bo alk Mr. Smith a few queſtions.—If the Burghers were jullly 
depoſed ; if they were really objects of the leſſer and greater 
excommunication, does Mr. Smith think that they had there- 
ter any right to preach the goſpel, to exerciſe the keys of diſ- 
cpline, to licenſe or ordain young men to the miniſtry, or to 
receive and diſpenſe the ſeals of the new covenant ? If they had 
no cight to the exerciſe of their office, nor to ordain any to 
the miniſtry, muſt not then the Antiburghers look upon all the 
burgher miniſters, now alive, as no miniſters at all, as the de- 
poſed miuiſters had loſt the power of ordination? If they had 
no right to the ſeals of the covenant, was not their receiving 
hem themſelves, and diſpenſing them to others, a ſad inter- 


Lam certain, few of the Antiburgher people have juſt notions 
of the excommunication. They do not conſider, that the 
Burghers are all materially excommunicated. They do not 
conſider, that, according to the Antiburghers, the Burgher mi- 
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meddling with the children's bread, which they had no right to? 5 
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viſters are not miniſters of Chriſt at all ; and that they ean har 
no right either to preach the goſpel, or to adminiſter the ſeal; q 
the new covenant. This mult be ſo, aceording to them , (4, 
if the Burghers were juſtly depoſed by the Antiburgher 5500 
they loſt a power to ordain others + If theſe who were exon, 
municate loſt all right to the feals of the covenant, fo mutt vi 
who adhere to the crimes for which they were excommunicated 
—- Nay, which is ſtill more awful, according to the Antiburgh. 
ers, the Lord cannot, in a confiſtency with his word, hich 
their miniſtrations: why ? becauſe the Antiburghers depoſel 
them in the name, and by the authority of the Lord Jeſus, the 
alone King and Head of the church, from the exereiſe of thei 
miniſtry. Now, if the Antiburghers acted juſtly in all thi, 
then they muſt own that Chriſt gave his ſanction to the depof 
tion; if he did, then the Burghers exerciſing their miniſtry, 
after being thus juſtly depoſed, was a running unſent, of whon 
the Lord ſays, They ſhall not profit this people at all, for I hae 
not fent them *, . 

Had the Antiburghers adverted to what is ſaid in the DireQory 
for church government, agreed upon by the afſ-mbly of divire 
at Weſtminſter, they might have ſeen that the Burghers were 
not obje ds of the awful cenſure of excommunication, In that 
Directory, on the head of Exeommunication, it is faid ; * But 
© the perſons who hold other errors in judgment, about points 

wherein learned and godly men pollibly may, or do difer, 
and which ſubvert not the faith, nor are deſtructive to god 
lineſs; or that be guilty of fach fins of infirmity, as art 
commonly found in the children of God ; or being otherwiſe 
ſound in the faith, and holy in life (and fo not falling under 
cenſure by the former rule) endeavour io keep the unity of 
the fpirit in the bond of peace; and do yet, out of conlcienct 


I am perſuaded, few of the Antihurgher people advert to this : they 
conſider the Burgher miniſters, the Meſſrs. Erſkines and others, who wee of 
Name excommunicated, and delivered over to Satan, as good men; nenher 

will they venture to ſay, that the Lord did not bleſs their mniitry, cen 
after they were excommunicated : but, alas! if they think ſo, they convenn 
their own ſynod, and thereby acknowledge that the cenſures were unjuſt.— 
For, what right can a depoſed, an excommunicate miniſter have to preach the 
"goſpel? or where is there any warrant in all the ſcriptures to believe, that the 
Tord will bleſs his miniſtrations ? Yet, ſo it is; and 1 hope few Antiburgber 
will deny it, that the Lord did conntcnance thee men, and we hope gate 
them many ſeals of their miniſtry, even after they were delivered over 0 
Satan, by their iufatuated brethren. Conſider this, ye who are Antiburght | 
fee if ye can go to a throne of grace and fay, * Lord, thou kaoweſt that the 
* Burgher miniſters were juſtly excommunicated.” | | 
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not come up to the obſervation- of all thoſe rules which are, 
or ſhall be eſtabliſhed by authority, for regulating the out- 
yard worſhip of God, and government of his church, we do 
got diſcern to be ſuch againſt whom the ſentence of excom- 
munication, for theſe cauſes, ſhould be denounced. - Now, 
yay not every perſon at once fee, that although the Antiburg- 
ers are ſolemnly engaged unto this DireQtory for church go- 
ermment; yet they paid no attention unto it ia their procedure 
inſt the Burghers. It is well known, that the difference 
tween the Burghers and Antiburghers, about the meaning of 
e religious clauſe in the Burgeſs cath, was a difference in julg- 
—a point about which godly and learned men did really 
fer; unleſs the Antiburghers ſhall refuſe that the Burghers 
ere godly men, which, I dare ſay, few of them will venture to 
firm, Although the Burghers differed from their brethren the 
Intiburghers, about the meaning of that clauſe, yet they were 
herwiſe ſound in the faith They endeavoured to keep the 
nity of the Spirit in the bond of peace ;-—they, from firſt 
p laſt, inſiſted that unity might be maintained, whatever dif- 
rent views they might have about the religious clauſe :—nay, 
ey wrote letters o the Antiburghers, beging a friendly meet- 
yg for conference and prayer, yet theſe letters were diſ. egarded ; 
ad inſtead of a compliance on the Antiburghecs ſide, they an- 
vered the Burghers, that the only way now left was to appear 
ſore their barr as pannels!— The Burghers maintained nothing 
at had a tendency to canſe the name of God to be blaſphemed, 
that could not ſtand with the power of godlineſs : they only 
dd different views of the meaning of the religious clauſe ; yer, 
onilhing ! this was the foundation of the awful cenfures 
Iſt upon them, by the Antiburghers. How contrary to the 
ord of God, and the rules of this church ! | 

It is acknowledged, by the Burghers, that the godly may 
| into ſuch (ins as may render them objects of the higheſt 
Enſures of the church; but then they are of opinion, that when 


dmmunicated, that the Lord will bleſs this his own ordinance 


" r reclaiming them; and for letting them ſee the great evil of 
ben e ſia for which they were excommunicated. Mr. Smith in- 
zu d, is of another mind; and for proof of it, he inſtances 


: ͤ— 7 7— 


ch become real objects of that cenſure, and are actually ex- 


domon, Alexander, and Hymenœus. As to the firſt of theſe, 
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we do not read that Solomon was ever excommunicated ; he The 
was juſtly reproved for his idolatry : yet, how far does M. nich 
Smith differ from every orthodox divine, who treats on eas; 
ſubject? They do not heſitate to ſay, that Solomon was te. by the 
claimed; and are of opinion, that the book of Eccleſiaſtes wa diſcipli 
wrote by him after his recovery; and, indeed, there are ſons able to 
paſſages in that book which put this almoſt beyond all doubt. ad, C 
As for Alexander and Hymenzus, they were excommuni. bat th 
cated for blaſphemy; nor have we any account of their reco- puer 
very: but, what then? Will Mr. Smith affirm, that they war he fai 
godly perſons, notwithitanding of their blaſphemy ? Does U. painſt 
Smith think, that it is conſiſtent with a ſtate of grace, for one Mr. 
avowedly to maintain blaſphemous tenets; to maintain that pecalio 
the reſurrection is palt already? The Burghers never (aid, ers, . 
meant to ſay, that every perſon excommunicated is thereby re. opte 
claimed; nor did they ever ſay that the Lord's people, ener ſe 
left of God to fall into groſs fins, ſhould refuſe to ſubmit to the them i 


diſcipline of the word : no. But they mu!t be allowed to lay, Wh 


that the Lord will bleſs that ordinance to his own people ; nene 
well as the ordicance of the word, that this hall be one of the \ntiby 
all things that ſhall be made to wirk tgnether for their gad: oper 
That this ordinance, as well as other ordinances of God, dots Dow a1 
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not become eſſectual to ſalvation from any virtue in it, or i 
them that paſs it; but is only made effectual for the recovery 
of obſtinate offenders, by the bleſling of Chriſt, and the work 
ing of his Spirit. 

The Burghers maintain, that whoever ate ex communicate 
with the higher ſentence, are caſt out of the viſible church, out 
of which viſible church, there is no ordinary poſſibiliiy of her 


tion +; and are to be accounted as heathen men and pubſicans, e las 
while they ly under that ſentence: yet they are of opinion, nt, 
that the Lord will make that ordinance eff tual for bis o 
peoples recovery. And will Mr. Smith deuy this? The argue the 
ment he has produced will not prove the contrary, ualets he le piſe 
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* * PL 
maintain that Alexander, and Hymenœus were the Lots 
people &. 


+ See our Confeſſion of Faith, Chap. xxv. Art. 2. ; | 

Certain it is, that no ſooner did the prophet Nathan ſay to David, Thox 
art the man, than David was convinced of the evil of his way, and contetes: 
no ſooner did the apoſtle Paul withſtand the apoſtle Peter to the face, for 1 
diſſimulation, than he ſubmitted to the rebuke —Mr. Smith ſcems tv en 
the Burghers hercticks. Ly the text he has adopted to the front ot * 000% 
and to the falſe witneſſes which witucſſed agaiaſt Chriſt, —AftoniſLing [==3c; 
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The Burghers never murmured at church diſcipline, (as Mr. 
Smith would inſinuate, p. 60.) when exerciſed on proper ob- 
fs; no: but they maintain, that the awful cenſures, inflicted 
by the Antiburghers on them, was an awful proſtitution of the 
diſcipline of the Lord's houſe. And Mr. Smith will never be 
de to reconcile the Antiburghers conduct, with the word of 
1d, or the approven rules of this church, till once he proves, 
that the Burghers practice was ſuch as could not ſtand with the 
wer of gadlineſs, or that they taught errors which ſubverted 
e faith, This neither Mr. Smith, nor the molt able advocate 


& Mr. Smith himſelf throws up to the Burghers, on another 
xcalion, (ſee p. 21.) Might I cot tell him, and the Antiburg- 
bers, that the word of Cod, and the Directory which they have 
wdopted, are witnelles againſt them, for caſting out the Lord's 
ler ſervants, for no other crime, but becauſe they differed from 
them in judgment, about the meaning of a few words? — 
When the word of God gives us ſo few ioftances of the higher 
tence of excommunication, ſhould not this have taught the 
Intiburghers not to be fo laviſh in their inflicting it, unleſs on 
oper objects, and when all other means have failed? But 
ow awful to inflict it on improper objects? 

Mr. Smith indeed, tells us, p. 61. That, allow it to be 
a matter #ndifferent io ſwear that oath 3 yet the ſcriptures of 
truth, the lau of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt requires the ſwearer, 
or defender of that oath to be excommunicated.” Strange di- 
ity !! ! to teach, that a thing indifferent in itſelf, is, by the 
ww of Chriſt, to be made the ground of the greater excommu- 
cation, Where does the law of Chriſt ſay ſo? Let us hear 
be law of Chriſt on this head: ſee it in Rom. xiv. 1, 2, 3. 
Him that is weak in the faith rtcceive Vveu ; but 751 is doubtful 
putations ,—Fer, one belicveth that he may eat all things: 
ther, who is weak, eateth herbs.—Let not him that eateth 
leſpiſe him that eatecth not: and let not him that eateth not, judae 
im that eateth. Reader, can you find any thing in this law 
df Chriſt that warrants the church to excommunicate perſons 
or things that are indifferent? No. He that "eateth not, is 
ordidden to judge him that eateth; far leſs to excommunicate 


. Mr. Smith, they are ſuch hereticks as many of the Lord's people will nat 
FR, for any beret, 


ninſt the Burghers, have ever been able to do. Well then, 
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was found fault wick, for having thoſe in her communion who 


in Acts xxix. Will Mr. Smith ſay, that any thing prohibited 


in the word, is a matter indifferent? 
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( 76 ) 
him. T think theſe verſes prove to a demonſtration, tha h 
matters wherein the Lord's people may be divided in judgmen, 
there ought to be a mutual forbearance : they at leaſt prove, that 
matters wherein the people of God are divided about in judy 
ment is no ground of excommunication. 

The text of ſcripture produced by Mr. Smith, to prove hj 
point will make nothing for him, namely, what our Lord Teſys 
Chriſt ſays to the church of Pergamus, Rev. ii. 14, 15. hi 
no wonder although Mr. Smith ſhould endeavour to wreſt th 


meaning of the burgeſs oath, when he even tortures the ſerip. the (i 


tures to make good his point. I ſhall ſer before the rea be Þ 
What he ſays about the epiſtle to the church of Pergamus con 
follows; after telling his readers, that the church of Perg con 


taught the eating of things offered to idols, he cited the wards 
thus; © 7 have a few things again/t thee. becanſe then haſt the 
* them that taught the children of Iſrael to eat things ſacrifice 
4ſt idols: upon which be ſays, This eating was in it{elf really 
indifferent.” See p. 62. — Whereas the words of the text rel 
thus: Verſe 14. But I have a few things againſt thee, becuiſ 
thou haſt there them who hold the detrine of Balaam, e taught 
Balack to caſt a ſtumbling block before the children of Ita, t 
eat things ſacrificed to idols, and to commit fornication. Vette 
15. Thou haſt a'ſ> them that hold the doctrine of the Nictiar 
tans, which thing I hate.—Does Mr. Smith think, that tt 
doctrine of Balaam was indifferent? Does he think the doe 
trine of the Nicolaitans a matter indifferent? Theſe were the 
few things which Chriſt had againſt this church ; hep having 
her communion, theſe that taught theſe doftrines. 

It was not a ſimple eating of fleſh, as God's creature, tiat 
was here condemned: this appears in ſome caſes to have MX 
lawful. See 1 Cor. x. 27. // any of them which believe nt 
bid you to a feaſt, and ye be diſpeſed to go ; whatſoever js f 
before you eat, aſking no queſtions for conſcience ſake. Verle 28. 
But if any man ſay, this is offered in ſacrifice to idols, eal 11, 
But Mr. Smith, by the way he has brought in this ſcriptute 
ſeems to make the eating of things offered to idols, a thing h. 
different, although he knows very well it is poſitively forbidden, 


. 6 A 0 7 
According to Mr. Smith's way of reaſoning, every cri 
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orided it be attended with obſtinacy, deſerves the ſame cen. 
fure, namely, the higher excommunication, which is the higheſt 
ind laſt cenſure of the church. Pray, are there not aggravations 
of ſome ſins, and ſo degrees of cenſure ?—Bur, according to him, 
there is no ſuch degrees of obſlinacy, in a perſon guilty of com- 
nitting a matter indifferent, if attended with obſſinacy, as deſerves 
the higheſt cenſures of the church, as well as the moſt enormous 
erimes ; ſuch as ſornication, adultery, inceſt, or blaſphemy. 

What ſtrange ſhifts do the Antiburghers take to extenuate 
the ſin of their unprecedented conduct, in excommunicating 
the Burghers, by repreſenting that awful cenſure, of the higher 
excommunication, which ſhuts out the perſon, who is juſtly 
excommunicated, out of the communion of the viſible church, 
and delivers him over to the kingdom of Satan, the God of this 
world, as a cenſure, which may be exerciſed againſt perſons 
for the lealt crime; nay, even for a matter which is neither 
commanded nor forbidden in the word of God; a matter in- 
liferent, provided it gives them oftence? What ſhocking doc- 
tine this! Has not ſuch a doctrine a tendency to harden the 
wicked to commit the moſt attrocious crimes, ſeeing that, ac- 
cording to Mr, Smith's doctrine, they will only be on a level 
with Mr, Erſkine, and other godly miniſters; that is to fay, 
that they can only be excommunicated perſons, /6 were theſe ? 
Alas! what a tendency has this to make the wicked look upon 
this awful cenſure as a mere trifle ? 

True it is, that this cenſure is appointed for obſtinate offen- 
ders; but, pray, what was the Burghers offence ? Why, they 
could not get light either to condemn the religious clauſe, or 
to make the condemnation of it a term of communion, 
Where was their obſtinacy? They could not be brought to 
ſujet their conſciences to the Antiburghers ; they could not 
be brought to own a fault for that which they never ſaw to be 
one: they would not anſwer the Antiburghers libels, nor 
knowledge their new conſtitution. Here, reader, is both the 


and excommunicated ; and yet Mr. Smith tells us, p. 67. that 
bad not the ſynod gone the length they went, it would have 
been more difficult to have reconciled their conduct to the 
* word of God.“ Then he adds, in the ſame page, * It is aw- 
' fully dating to inſinuate, that it is hurtful to the intereſt of 
the church, ro exercile the Ciſciple Chriſt has preſcribed unto 
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her?“ —But, pray, when or where did Mr. Smith hear 


: any 148 
Burgher ſay, that church cenſures, when exerciſed on Proper n 
objects, is or can be hurtful to the intereſt of the church No: ark « 
they never ſaid nor thought fo, But they may, and do may. be 


tain, that church cenſure, exerciſed on improper objects i en 
really hurtful to the intereſt of the church, and can never EM Con 
for the edification of the body of Chriſt. 

Does Mr. Smith think, or can he point out the ſcripture pre. Fang! 
cept, or ſcripture example, that will warrant a ſynod to depoſe Neem 
or excommunicate a number of godly miniſters, for a mere o 
ference in judgment, about matters which the godly may gigy deſe 
about? No: the ſcriptures are all againſt ſuch a conduct; nay, Vere 
were this the caſe, mutual forbearance, which the word of G0 Vere 
ſo warmly recommends, would ceaſe to be a duty. ines 

Mr. Smith advances ſeveral things about the nature of excom- 
munication, which I need take no notice of, as they have no re. 
ſpect to the queſtion in hand, namely, whether the word of 
God warrants any perſon to be unjuſtly excommunicated, | 
know Mr. Smith will acknowledge, that none ovght ; but then 
he looks upon the cenſures . paſt on the Burghers, as j/?!y er.. 
ciſed, ſeeing they were, according to him, cb/tinate fenders, Wort: 
And that it was as neceſſary that theſe cenſures ſhould be applied pon 
to them, as it was to apply the figs to Hezekiah's boil ; and that our 
the one was preſcribed for the Burghers, by divine appointment, edur 


19 the 
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as really as the other was for Hezekiah : nay, he ſays, that it is .“ 
as impoſſible to inflift * too high cenſures on obſtinate offenders, i! cc 
© as it is to preach too much Bible doctrine.“ And this he applics Het 1 
to the caſe of the Burghers; and tells us, it was impoſſible coo t ch: 


high cenſure could be inflited on them, being cb/?:nate offenders, 
Reader, can you look upon this ſtuff without being amazed! \ Ir 
If you have any ſympathy for theſe godly miniſters, who were N 
thus awſully abuſed, and murdered in their offices and charac: 40 
ters, by the Antiburgher ſynod, I am ſure you cannot. ru 
I am perſuaded many of the Antiburghers, both miniſters 8M" co: 
and people, have now very different views of this affair, 10 
what Mr. Smith bas; and that they are convinced, that it would 
have been more for the credit of religion, and edification df 
the church, if ſuch a thing had never been thought of agi Wil 6; 
the Burghers. — Alas! what grounds have the Antiburghers 


given to enemies to boaſt, and ſay, Ha, ha! we have nothing 
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CIP") 
ay of them bath excommunicated the other, and delivered 
1 over to Satan # !—Alas! can any one who has the leaſt 
© of the fear of God, or any regard to religion, approve of 
b conduct? Yes; Mr. Smith, a Proteſtant, a profeſſed Preſ- 


dold not be inflifted on ſuch obſtinate offenders :---as who? 
s the godly, the judicious, the laborious, the orthodox, the 
angelical ſervants of Chriſt, and fincere friends to the Re- 
kemer's intereſt, the pious Meſſrs. Ebenezer and Ralph Er ſkines, 


ic WL: others. — What was the mighty crime that thus rendered 
er eſe able and godly miniſters objects of ſuch awful cenſure ? 
. Vere any of them guilty of fornication, adultery, or inceſt? 
od ere they blaſphemers; or did they impugn any of the doc- 


ines of our holy religion? Were they drunkards or wearers +? 
No, by no means; malice itſelf could not accuſe them of any 
f theſe crimes : what then could poſſibly be the cauſe? Juſt 
dis they could not ſee with the Antiburgheis eyes, about 
he meaning of a few words in a burgeſs oath, 

Reader, if you was acquainted with the Reverend Mr. Ralph 
Erikine's works; —if you have read the heart-warming doctrines 
contained in them, can you acquieſce in the awful cenſures paſt 
won him, without horror! Can you refrain from expreſſing 
our indignation at the unſcriptural,—the unprecedented pro- 
eure; -—to fee the Antiburghers excommunicating him, and 
bir, Smith approving and maintaining the neceſſity of fuch aw- 
Jul conduct; telling you, that too high a cenſure could not be 
jſt upon that good man, whom he bimſelf, in the judgment 
df charity, cannot deny, is now ſurrounding the throne of God 


* Ina public converſation on the ſubject of the cenſures, ſeveral years 
bo, one pretty humouroufly obſerved, that the conduct of the Antiburghers, 
iu Celivering ſo many eminent godly miniſters over to Satan, who were guilty 
no error Or immorality, certainly rubb'd a very high aſfront upon him :— 
Mcthinks, added he, I beheld Satan with a frown, on that occaſion, though 
be himſelf be the accuſer of the brethren, generouſly declining to accept of 


! . . = . " . * . - — 
0 compliment, though a very great one, ot io many of Chriſt's faithful ſer- 


10 als, who had fo much injured his intereſt on earth, declaring there were 
"7 mente in the infernal regions for miniſters of ſuch diſtinguiſhed abili- 
of 1 The reader, if he chuſes, may conſult a pamphlet, intitled, Peace and 
il . in which, among other things relating to this controverſy, he 

ad the nature of the centurcs pretty fully conſidered, and the Anti- 

ers "mg conduct, in inflicting them on ſuch a number of faithful goſpel mi- 
ing Baer hearty fricnds to the covenanted reformation priuciples of the 
Qtland, is neither warranted from the volume of inſpiration, nor 


greeable 
P 1239. 


Merian divine does ſo! He tells us, that too /ig cenſures 


do our ſtandards and the uniform practiec of the church of Scotland, 
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and the Lamb, and employed in ſinging Hallilujah to un a 


4 was dead, and is alive, and lives fer evermore As Dag 
j | lamented over the death of Abner, ſaying, Died Abner as ; ful 
| is . aeth ? fo, may it not be lamented over the excommunicated I. 
: 18 Erſkine, and others; Alas! were theſe excommunicated 114 


were their excommunicators? Even theſe who had taken ſyry 
;. 8 counſel with them, as they went together to the houſe d 
1 God. 
1 But, perhaps, the reader, who is not acquainted with thi 
| melancholly affair, may wonder, and ſay, did Mr. Erie 
preach as well after he was delivered to Satan as he did before! 
Yes, reader; he preached as edifyingly ; he lived as godly; an 
at laſt died as comfortably, as if no ſuch thing had ever hay 
pened.— He never acknowledged the juſtneſs of theſe cenſure: 
no: he pitied his excommunicators, and looked upon thei 
conduct in the ſame manner, that he would on the rayeniny 
of a perſon in the rage and heat of a fever. 
Reader, ſuppoſe you heard the godly and pious Mr. Erſkine 
wreſtling with God for light and direction about the diſputed 
. clauſe :——again, ſuppoſe you heard the moderator of the Anti 
burgber ſynod, in the moſt ſolemn manner, and in the name 
and by the authority of the Lord Jeſus, the alone King and 
head of his church, depoſing and excommunicating him, for n 
other canſe, but becauſe he could not come after all, to ſee 
with their eyes: I appeal to yourſelf, whether you think the 
Lord Jeſus gives any warrant in his word for ſuch crue! and 
unjuſt cenſures ?—Such ſinful meaſures ſhould immediately be 
confeſſed. Yet, alas! none of the Antiburghers to this diy 
have publickly made any acknowledgment except one, namely 
Mr. Thomas Mair, who was the leading member in carrying ot 
the ſeparation at firſt, and was moderator of the new ſynoi 
at Mr. Gib's houſe : he indeed afterwards ſaw the evil of I 
own and the Teſt of the Antiburghers conduct, and publickiy 
acknowledged, that they were verily guilty concerning the 
brethren. Yet, Mr. Gib, and Mr. Smith after him, to til 
very day, ſtrenuouſiy vindicate the whole of the Antiburgit! 
ſynod's conduct. e 
I know, and I have heard ſome of the Antiburgber people 
ſay, that they did not approve of the excommunication of Mr. 
Erſkine and others; yet they declared, that the Burghers had 


48 
| A caſt out, as fornicators, adulterers, and blaſphemers ? Who 
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e notion of the ex communication. Did the Burghers 
think that godly men might not be left to fall, ſo as to be- 
dome objects of this cenſure ?' 
This appears to be the way their miniſters endeavour to pa- 
ſy the conſciences of their people, by telling them, that how- 
er podly Mr. Erſkine and the reſt of the Burgher miniſters 
igt be, yet that was no ground of ſcruple, becauſe godly 
en may become the objects of ex communication; and that 
«communication is not ſuch an awful matter as the Burghers 
reſent it to be. If this be the manner they remove their 
oples ſcruples, how ſure a ſign, that they themſelves are ſome- 
w convinced, that they are verily guilty concerning their bre- 
ren? 
Mr. Smith, and others of the Antiburgher miniſters, perſuade 
ir people, that an approbation of theſe cenſutes, paſt upon 
e Burghers, is not required of them; neither is it neceſſary 
xr them to know whether theie cenfures were lawfully or un- 
ſly paſt upon them, as they may be qualified for receiving 
e ſeals of the new covenant, without being able to judge whe- 
er the excommunication was right or wrong.—Reader, do you 
ally think the Antiburghers very conſiſtent with themſelves, 
ſter all the loud cry which Mr. Smith has raiſed againſt the 
urghers? They allow, that an approbation or diſapprobation 
the excommunication of the Burghers, ought not to be made 
term of communion; yet a diſapprobation of the religious 
uſe of the burgeſs oath is, and ſhould be ſo. Here the legs of 
e lame are not equal ; for, is it not as eaſy for an Antiburgher 
d come to know, whether the exco::munication be lawful, as 
d come to know whether the burgels oath be ſinful? Have 
ey not the ſame authority for both? Have not the Anti- 
ger ſynod found the one lawful and neceſſary, and the o- 
per ſinful and dangerous? 
Alas! does not Mr. Smith appear to be ſenſible, that if the 
communication were made a term of communion, it would 
right, and keep back many of the Lord's people from joining 
e Aniburghers? What elſe can he mean by the adverti/e- 
ent in the laſt page of his book? Therefore, let all know, 
that there is no ſuch barc in their way, as that of approving 
of the ſoreſaid exerciſe of diſcipline, in having communion 
with the aſſociate body.” I am muck of Mr. Brown's opinion, 
Fg | L | 
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that, had both Burghers and Antibarghers continued berg 
ove another protmiſcuouſly, there never would have been ſuch 
a barr laid in the Lord's peoples way, ns the making of the 
burgeſs oath a term of communion, no more than the excon. 
munication is made fo. 
No doubt many of the Lord's people, in communion vit 
the Antiburgher body, may think that they have no buſigch 
with the cenſures paſt on the Burghers, however ſinful. By, 
alas! do they not impoſe on their own conſciences? True, b 
may be, thele cenſures may not be made à direct term of com. 
munion, but ſurely they are made an indirect one: for, at 
they not obliged to join in faſts, where a bleſſing on theſe cn 
ſures is prayed for? If you are one of Mr. Smith's people, | 
can appeal to yourſelf, if you have not heard ſuch an article x; 
this in the cauſes for faſting, namely, That the Lord would ble; 
the cenſures of his houſe I am certain, if you have been on 
nected with him, for any conſiderable time, you have heard fuck 
a prayer in them. Well then, was not your joining in ſud 
a prayer, u giving your ſanction, and faying your amen to the 
awful deed? Surely it was. —If you do not approve of (ad, 
a prayer, go and tell Mr. Smith, that yon cannot join in (ac 
a faſt; aſk him, if your non compliance would be cerſurable 
Jam perſuaded he will tell you, that your not obſerving thi 
faſt, wherein ſuch a prayer is, would be highly cenfurable, I tis 
be the cafe, let none think that an approbation of the cen'ure 
paſt on the Burghers, is not ſomehow required from ai! (ht 
join the Antiburghers; although not directly, yet incirectly i 
is ſo &. 

Reader, whatever Mr. Smich may think of it, others my 
think, that when the Burghers lived as godly a life, preached n 
ſoundly, and as ſolidly as ever; nay, died as comfortably, nv 


. 


A certain perſon, who is now a Burgher clder, put the queſtion bv vi 
Smith, ſome years ago, Whether the clauſe generally put in the cauſcs of the 
faſts, namely, That the Lord would bliſs the cenſures of bis own bouſe, belle 
formerly er more lately. had any reference to the cenſures paſt on the Burgher 
miniſters? To which he was anſwered in the affirmative. He further aſked, 
that in caſe he was a member of his congregation, yet, on account ot fych1 
prayer, could not obſerve ſuch a faſt, but went about his ordinary buſineh, 
would he, in that caſe, be cenſurable? To which he was anſwered, that he 
would be cenſurable. | | 

Navy, it is a certain fact, that fome few years ago, Mr. Cunningham, * 
niſter of the Antiburgher congregation at Dumbar, was ſuſpended from preac® 
mg two months, for no other offence, than joining with a Burgherr mia. 8 
in family worſhip : yet Mr. Smith can ſay, that an approbation oF thete 7 
ſures is not required, in order to have communion with the aſſoclat: podle 
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dis without ever owning the evil of the alledged crimes the 
gmiburghers laid to their charge, it is a ſhrewd evidence, that 
e Lord never ratified in heaven, what the Antiburgher ſynod 
x4 on earth, nor approved of it: for, as it hath already been 
kid, the Lord's people may be left to fall, as well as the wicked, 
no crimes that wilt reader them objects, even of the greater 
communication: yet, when they are excommunicated, it is 
\tinly ſafeſt to believe, that the Lord will bleſs that ordinance 
f bis own boufe for their recovery in time: and we cannot 
ny this, unleſs we believe, that one of the Lord's people may 
zommit fornication, adultery, &c. and yet die without repent- 
Ing of theſe fins, which would be contrary to the analogy of 
ih. To maintain that a godly perſon may, eſpecially after 
de laſt means for his recovery is uſed, continue in the open 
indication of a crime which deſerves the higher cxcommunica- 
jon. Yet, ſo it is, that the Burgbers lived and died, in the 

| perſuaſion, that the cenſures which were paſt upon them 
y their brethren, were null and void; and never ratified by 
he great King and head of the church. They alſo died in the 


full belief that the whole of the Antiburghers conduct, reſpect- 


rg the burgeſs oath, and theſe cenſures, was ſinful. 

What will the generations to come think of ſuch awful con- 
vt? Will they not read the hiſtory of it with amazement ? 
o find that a number of miniſters, ſeparated themſelves from 
| Synod, rightly conſtituted, in the name of the Lord Jeſus 
briſt, for no other reaſon, but becauſe it was voted and car- 


led, that a diſputable matter mould not be made a term of 


mſterial and chriſtian communion, till ſuch times as the Lord 
nould be pleaſed to let them ſee eye to eye about it, —And that 
tele miniſters ſhould conſtitute a new ſynod, for no other rea- 
on, dut becauſe their brethren could not come up to their views 


dout the meaning of a few words; yet, that very ſynod ſhould, 


vichout libel or proceſs, declare theſe, who could not. fee with 
heir eyes, no longer miniſters of Chriſt ; and afterwards pro- 
ec io depoſe and deliver them over to Satan. Can ſuch un- 
Iptural conduct, miſs of being a ſtigma on the Antiburgher 
nod, which can never be wiped off, till once they, like their 
er, Mr. Mair, come to declare openly, that they are indeed 
fly guilty concerning murdering the offices and characters of 
heir brethren the Burghers ? 

O that each of us were more diveſted of a party ſpirit. It is, 
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perhaps, but a ſmall matter for us to maintain and keep up ſe 
credit of the party we are connected with, while we enjoy 3 
flow of health; but let us conſider, that we ought to flute 0 
for nothing in the day of health, but what we may warranþ 
own when we come to be ſtretched out on a death bed, hr 
Smith, indeed, appears to be fully convinced of the juline(; of 
the cauſe he eſpouſes: and he ſays, p. 60. That the caule he 
« appears for, will be pled to the awful conviction of its apnoſ 
© ers.” No 4onbt Mr. Smith includes the excommunication a. 
mong the cauſes he appears for. Alas! alas! Mr. Smith may 
think ſo; but let him take care leſt ſome things pled for in his book 
may not ſtare him in the face when he comes to a dying hour, 
There has been inſtances of Antiburghers, who could pot, in 
conſcience, hear a Burgher miniſter while in health, lending 
for him when he came to be a dying. 


May the Lord haſten the time when he will heal theſe awful 
breaches and diviſions among his own people; and may he 
mecken their ſpirits, and prepare all for the enjoyment of bim. 
ſclf, in theſe glorious manſions above, where there will be no 


more occaſion for the diſagteeable diſtinftion of Antibu-gher and 
Burgher, but where all their jarrs and animoſitics will be buried 
in eternal oblivion, 


OF TH E 
A$SOCIATESYN O p, 


Met at Stirling, October 29th, 1747. 


Declaring the NuULLITY of the Pretended Synod, that 
firſt met in Mr. Gin's houſe in Brifto, near Edin- 


burgh, April 1oth, 1747. 


HE Synod taking into their ſerious conſideration, the 

ſtrange, ſinful, and diviſive practice of a number of their 
brethren, who ſeparated themſelves from this Aſſociate Synod ; 
and particularly, their erecting themielves into a ſeparate judica- 
tory, and aſſuming the name and power of the Aſſociate Synod; 
pretending, upon a groundleſs quarrel with the Synod, for car- 
rying two votes contrary to their mind, that therefore the ſyno- 
dical authority devolved upon them, and. thereupon changing 
their former holding; and, contrary to the order of the houſe of 
God, and the rule of his word, in a raſh, precipitant manner, 
ſubjecting themſelves, and taking upon them to ſubject all the 
members of the Aſſociation to a new, unwarranted, and unpre- 
cedented Conſtitution: THEREFORE the Synod, after prayer, con- 
ference, and deliberate reaſoning upon this ſubject, found it their 
neceſſary duty, after the example of that famous General Aſſem- 
bly 1638, in their Act, Seſſ. 12. December 4. condemning the 
ſix pretended aſſemblies there mentioned, and adding the reaſons 
of annulling them, in like manner to condemn and annul the fore- 
laid pretended Synod, for the reaſons following : 


I. The NuLLity thereof appears from this, that it was not 
lawfully indi&ed by the moderator as the mouth of the ſynod, 
but by a private brother, without liberty ſought or given, or any 
motion made to know the mind of the ſynod thereanent. The 
indicting of a new ſynod, by Mr. Thomas Mair, was a non ha- 
lente poteſtatem that is, by one who had no power, he being 
exauctorated, and another moderator named by himſelf, and 
formally elected by the ſynod, and alſo a clerk, Any other 
member of ſynod had as much power to call or indi& a new or 
another ſynod as he. | WT 


: 


Aden, even within a few hours, that is, at ten o'clock, next 
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II. Becauſe that pretended ſynod was indicted to meet on a 
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( 86 ) 
day, in Mr. Gib's houſe. * One of the reaſons, given by that & 
mous aſſembly 1638, for the nullity of the pretended affeny), 
holden at Linlithgow 1606, was from the indiction of it re 
it was indicted the third of December, to be kept the tenth F 
December; and ſo there was no time given to the prexlirer 
for election of commiſſioners,” &c. It is alſo given a 
the reaſons for the nullity of the pretended aſſembly at Aberdg 
1616, that © the indiftion of that pretended aſſembly was i 
twenty days before the holding of it; ſo that the preſbyteriez 
* and burghs could not be prepared for ſending their commiſſy. 
ners.“ The ſame is likewife given as the firſt reaſon of thei 
annulling the pretended aſſembly holden at Perth 1618, u ere 
the aſſembly was indicted but twenty days before the holding 
of it; and all parties requiſite received not advertiſement 
How much more does this reaſon prove the nullity of the pre. 
tended ſynod, that firſt met in Mr. Gib's houſe ? ſeeing it was in- 
difted but a few hours before the holding of it; inſomuch, tha 
all parties requiſite could not poſſibly receive advertiſement; that 
is, neither preſbyteries, as to their abſent members, nor kirk. 
ſeſſions could be advertiſed before-hand, of any ſuch ſynod a 
conſtitution thereof, in order to ſee whether they could chook 
members for it: which, if it had been done, agreeably to the 
bore reaſons given by that reforming aſſembly, it is more thay 
probable no ſuch ſynod had ever been conſtituted, 


HI. Becauſe the ſynod was already [awfully conſtituted, be- 
fore theſe brethren withdrew ; and neither the moderator yor 
clerk of ſynod, regularly choſen by the vote of the ſynod, were 
preſent in that foreſaid meeting. The ſynod was before-hand 
Jawfully met and conſtituted, by opening with a ſermon preach- 
ed beſore the ſynod ; by prayer of the moderator of the former 
meeting of ſynod ; by the choice of a new moderator, Mr. James 


Mair, and of a new clerk, pro tempore, Mr. William Hutton; 11 
by reading the minutes of Jaſt ſederunt at Stirling, and actual H 
proceeding upon buſineſs, reaſoning and voting: All this was det 
done before the brethren withdrew and conſtituted a part from 0 * 
the ſynod, who continued till fitting, with their moderator and eg 
clerk. And, the moderator and clerk having thus continued - 


with the ſynod, after theſe brethren, had withdrawn themſelves 


could therefore be no formal election of their new moderator ot 
new clerk : the want of which formality, was one of the reafons 

iven by the aſſembly 1638, of the zullity of the pretended al. 
embly holden at Perth 1618. 


IV. Becauſe elders are elected by their ſeveral ſeſſions, as com- 
miſſioners to the ſynod ; but theſe brethren ſeparated themſelves 
from the ſynod, and conſtituted, without the conſent of the ſell» 


ons whom they repreſented ; and therefore could not repreſent 


— , - - 
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„ f 
4 in a pretended conſtitution of ſynod, which the church 
ew nothing of when they were elected and commiſſionated. 

The elders, with whom they conſtituted, had no power from 
Febnllituents, or the ſeſſions that elected them, to become 
Aubers of another court ſeparated from the former, than dele- 
ed members of a Preſbyterian ſynod have power from their 
fitnerits, to turn themſelves into members of a Popiſh or Pre- 
ck one. Miniſters and elders, met in ſynod, have no abſolute 
e illimited power, no lordly or magiſterial power to make new 
hurts and new Jaws to the church, but a miniſterial and ſtewardly 
wer to attend the courts already conſtituted in the church, and 
execute the laws already wade to the church, by the king and 
wer of Zion. All their acts and proceedings muſt run in a 
ett line of ſubordination to the word of God, otherwiſe they 
te, iſo fats, null and void. But our ſeparating brethren have 
en upon them, in a lordly and magiſterial way, to conſtitute 


fa. 
bly 
hat 


10 


that ſrnod, unto which there was no delegation by the church dif- 
that ive; and nat only ſo, but to uſurp a legilative authority, both 
irk wer their brethren, miniſters and elders, and over the whole 
l or durch of the aſſociation, by making laws, and inſtituting new 
ode kms of communion, for which they can produce no warrant or 
e 2. modation in the word of God, and without the knowledge and 
han ſent of their conſtituents. They had a commiſſion indeed, 


p meet in the ordinary ſynod, and to adminiſter the laws of Zion's 
ing, in conjunction with their brethren : but to ſeparate from 
heir brethren met in ſynod, and to conſtitute a ſeparate court, 
ad to enact laws neyer before heard of; and, Lrevi manu, with- 
ut form or proceſs of any kind, to overthrow the power of preſ- 
yteries and ſeſſions, and tear the commiſſions of miniſters and 
ders, which they hold only of the glorious head, is ſuch a piece 
If uſurpation as was never practiſed or precedented in the church 


Chriſt, unlefs among Donatits, and Brownifts, diſowned by 
ound churches. 


on | 

ally now is it poſſible, that, amongſt our ſeparating brethren, 
was ders could act, as the repreſentatives of the church, in a court 
rom d vich elders were never ſent or delegated ? For, at their de- 
and gation, that pretended court or ſynod had no being. It had 
wed lone, fill after theſe brethren had fat two days, as members of 


te regular ſynod, to which their commiſſion from the church 
d only bear them. Such rangers were ſeſlions to this new 
Mart ſynod, that, when our brethren went home to their ſeve- 
il ſeſfions, they had a ſtrange queſtion put to their elderfhip, 
damely, Whether they approved of their conſtitution; and would 
, in ſeſſion, in a ſubordination thereto ? By which prepoſterous 
magement, they not only declared, that they had conſtituted 
nod, and acted, without any commilſion from their conſtitu- 
ats, but threw the whole aſſociate body into confuſion, and cut 
vt both miniſters and elders from their communion, who had, 
ld have as good a commiſſion from Chriſt, and as good a dele- 
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( 88) 
gang from the church, as they could ever be ſuppoyy 
ave. 


V. Becauſe the perſon, who indicted that nominal ſynod u 
meet in Mr. Gib's houſe, as he only called a part, and ng t 
whole of the conitituent members of the aſſociate ſynod ; ſoh 
excluded miniſters, and allo elders, who were lawfully elected! 


attend. And, although he aſſerted, in his declaration, that th pred, 


power of the ſynod was devolved upon him and his party, nn 
he neicher did, nor can ſhow any warrant, for his ſo ſaying, of ela 
doing, Who gave him that authority? It cannot be (aid u 
have been given by our Lord Jeſus : for he gives no authority q para 


power to the deſtruction of his courts and work. And geit bers 


the word of God, Confeſſion of Faith, the acts and conſtitution ther 
of the Reformation, nor any good precedent, agreeable to thel On 
has been pretended, as that upon which this his authority | ſoct 
founded. yy the 
et th 

VI. Becauſe it is not the 4jzciate Synod, to which acceſlon io 
were made, for a conſiderable time bygone, by miniſters ande ty t 
thers. Not one perſon, before this time, ever made, or cou! e to 
make acceſſion to this new pretended ſynod of the ſeparati eng 
brethren, or to their new conſtitution. On which account, T. 


may be ſaid, that this is not the Jeruſalem, to which the ui ala 
have gone up, the tribes of the Lord to the teſtimony of [ſrael; 

but rather like mount Gerizim, where the Samaritans reared y IX. 
their temple, in contempt of that at Jeruſalem. Therclor ri 
their meeting, as an aſſociate ſynod, is in itſelf zu/l, A 

bot 

VII. Becauſe this meeting was called and indicted 7rregu/2r Pare 
in reſpect of the circumſtances both of time and place; name 1a 


at the time when, and in the place where the affociate ſynod wer 


the church, the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, whoſe preſence was invoked 
by the Moderator, as the mouth of the ſynod. And, before ina 
meeting was concluded, that any member ſhould attempt to cal 
a new and anther ſynod, in his ewn name, and in the name at 
others that ſhould adhere to him; and thus, in another naue ey! 
and authority, than that, wherein the ſynod (which had adjourts dere 
ed from Stirling to Edinburgh) was orderly conſtituted, 5 ha errie 
could not be done, without injuring the name, and invading a dren 
authority of our glorious Emmanuel, the only head of his bog 
the church, and king of Zion. * 
; at 

VIII. Becauſe, on the one hand, there was no /in/u/ thing be Ar. ( 
quired of theſe brethren, no ew or unlawful term of communi 2 
impoſed on them; no impoſition at all put, or ſo much as pro- fiber 
poſed to be put upon them by their brethren, differing irom the ch 


in their judgment in this matter. There was no deſign laid, nd 5 
| F | ri 


Pw 


* 
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tefapt made, far leſs any thing done, to ſtraiten them as to 
ir light, or to preſs their conſciences; they were thus left free: 
p body was ſeeking to oblige them to think as they thought; 
r was any ad made, or ſought, by any, to be made, to force 
dem to think or do, in the matter, as they thought or did. No 
or, leſs or more groſs, was vented or maintained by their bre- 
ren, by which it might be rendered unſafe for them to keep 
mmanion with them. And, ſeeing there was nothing of the 
jrefaid evils, or the like, in the caſe, it was therefore moſt un- 
11 õ fal. unwarrantalle, and dangerous to ſeparate : and their 
faratings in ſuch circumſtances, from witneſſing miniſters and 
thers, who are bearing, and willing to bear teitimony for Chrilt, 
therefore no other than a ien. 

On the other hand, their ſeparating from their brethren of this 
ſociate Synod is anlaauſul, becauſe this ſeparation was made, 
them, for this reaſon, among others, That they could not 
et their brethren to ſubmit unto, not only a mew term of com- 
nion, but terms which they, though willing to know truth and 
nty to follow them, and fin and efror to refuſe them, could not 
e to be reaſonable and agreeable to gur principles. And, ſuch 
king the caſe, it is plain the language of theſe brethrens conduct 
„ That they would have others act merely on their authority or 
leaſure, and blindly to follow them. 


N. Becanſe, at that meeting at which our brethren withdrew, 
pril 9th, the Synod was as lanofully conſtituted as in any for- 
her meetings; particularly as lawfully as it was April gth. Now 
hot ſides agree, that the former meetings wer? lawful, and che 
rating brethren themſelves owned the meeting, April 8th, to 
| lawful: for, (1.) Not one of them all objected, or ſpoke a 
word againſt it as nn{aw/ully conſtituted. (2.) They all ſat (till, 
members of the court, till the meeting was cloſed with prayer, 
Mtdont the leaſt inſinuation of its being unlawful. (3.) They 
Iropoſed an oppoſite fide of a ve, urged it; and all or moſt of 
em willingly voted on that fide. (4.) After they were diſap- 
joated, by the other ſide of the vote carrying againſt them, Mill 
ley pretended no ur/aw/wlrcſ7 in the meeting, or conflitulinn 
bereof; but one of them entered a deut, againlt the vote that 
ried, to which enly other abs adhered. (F.) On Thurſday 
wenoon, April gth, the tree that diqented from the vote carried 
le preceeding night, declared their adherence to their ſaid 4i/- 
, and others of them joined with them; and all of them ated 


14 court as lawfully conſtituted. (6.) At the ſame ſederunt, 


Pied, and all the miniſters on their tide, who were preſent, 
bered to it. (J.) They joined in the concluding that /ederunt 
"th prayer; agreeing, equally with the reſt, to adjurn, till night, 
o the ſynod's buſineſs. (S.) The Synod meeting at night, 
bell och, our brethren mtr with us as a lawſull; conſtituted 
M 


Ar. Gib entered 2 prete/tation, in face of the court as lawfully 
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court: and the ſynod never heard of the pretended unducne 
unlawſulneſs of the court, till they had ſitten ſome time, * 
it is not only probable, but there is moral evidence for it, chat the 
lawfulneſs of the court had never been called in queſſion, if gy 
brethren had not ſeen, by the preceeding night's buſineſs thy 
they had not numbers to carry things to their mind. 85 n 
the firſt mention of the ſynod's being unlawfully con/tituted 1 
made by Mr, Moncrieff; and his account of it-is very abe 
and ſeems ſelf- inconſiſtent, as worded in his ratet: He therei 
peaks of its being unlawful 1x THis $TEP. By eg he either 
means the conduct of the ſynod, both in the firlt 9-7 the preceel. 
ing night, and in the ſecond vete, which was a-palling that dar, 
or -uly, the conduct anent the ſecond ve. But, whatever . 
the charge is unreaſonable. It he means it of both, he and his 
brethren are inconſiſtent with themſelves, as is clear from what i 
above narrated. If it be of the ſecond te that he mean; it, the 
meeting of ſynod cannot be unlawful. For, (1.) Nothing wa 
done anent the fecond vote, but what was agreeable to the Fel. 
But, in the fr/?, the court was /awſul; and conlequent!y, inthe 

fecond, (2.) The matter of the #ws ve is not diſſerent, but the 
ſame; and it was as one deed, performed in its parts. The „. 
cond vote is juſt the firſt vote fulfilled or executed. (.) He does 
not ſhew at what time the ſynod changed, and became of Lauf 
unlawful in its conſtitution, (4.) He does not ſignify, whether i 
is his opinion, that any one, or every unlawfſul act or deed of 1 
court, /awfully conſtituted, deth render that court unlawful i 
its conftitution, ſo that it cc aſeth to be a lawful court ; and whe 
ther a court may be lawinl in its conſtitution, while pilling an 
unlawful ad, and remain /awful. (5.) He ſeems not duly to di- 
tinguiſh betwixt the conſtitution of a court, and the acts and pro- 
ceedings thereof; but to blend and confound them : whereas 
court, intirely lawful and right in its conſtitution, may pals ad 
very unlawful, and yet the court remain Jawful, and its conll- 
tution not touched, —By all which it is evident, that the brethrens 
feparating from this /y:9d, as they did, and conſtituting apart 
is groundleſs and unſcriptural in intelf, and inconfiſtent wil 
themſelves. 
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X. Another reaſon of the zullity of the ſaid, pretended ſinm, 
is, their conſtitution's being ſounded upon many grievous cum. 
nies and heavy charges, laid againſt the ſynod, without the leak 
thadow of proof: ſuch as, p. 11. of their As, That they wet 
not aſking underſtanding to diſcera judgment, and that there 
* was no judgment in their goings, but that the Lord was pre 
« voked to leave them unto counſels of their own,” That thef 
were * awfully left of God, to behave in open contradiction te the 
name and nature of a court of Chriſt, Page 5. That theſ 
had * materially dropt the whole teſtimony among their hand, al 


* lowing of, at lealt, for a time, a material abjuratis! thereol. 
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ve 4, That they © ſet the names and pleaſure of men, in the 
wom of truth and duty.” Page 15. That they did run into 
an awful inconſiſtency, of giving judicial allowance, in the 
nean tinte, for a practice, which is, at the ſame time, /udicially 
bound to be a profanation of the Lord's name, and a material 
djuration of his whole cauſe and feſſimony among the hands 
of the aſſociate ſynod.” Page 20. That they were guilty of 
aſaming to themſelves an arbitrary power of their own, which 
cannot þ2/7bly be derived from Chriſt, ſeeing it is employed a- 

günſt Chriſt, the alone King and head of his church, and for 
burying his truth, cauſe, and intereſt.” Page 21. That they 
ere chargeable with ſubverting and © obſtinat]y ſubverting of that 
order which Chriſt, as the God of order, hath commanded ro 

be obſerved in his houſe,” 

When theſe andthe like railing expreſſions, uttered in ſuch ſtrong 
d ſolemn words, that amount to a taking the name »f the Lord 
Cod in vain, are fo raſhly applied and reproachfully imputed 
the fynod 3 as it becomes not any, far leſs ſuch a court of 
brit as we are, to retaliate, by rendering railing for railing ; 
ve could wiſh, that, ſeeing out of the abundance of the heart 
i mouth ſpeaketh, the brethren would conſider, that ſuch 
ords tend to diſcover what ſpirit they are of, and that the Spirit 
God plainly declares, that where there is ſuch bitter envying, 
d flrife, and lying againſt the truth, James iii. 15. This wiſdom 


ullitution ereRed upon ſuch a foundation? 


XI. Another reaſon of the ality of the ſaid pretended ſſ nad is, 
a it conſiſted of ne who, upon their diſorderly ſeparating 
bn the Hud. and conſtituting apart from it, ſuſtained them- 
ves not only judges, but ſole judges and condemners of the tw 
fr, againſt which they read their proteſtations. While they 
Juitly complained of the proteſters againſt the decifion, April 1746. 
parties in a queſtion which was not the deci/ion i/e!f; yet, here 
e ſultain themſelves /e judges of the ſaid tay votes, though 
their proteltations againſt them, they made themſelves directly 
0 immediately parties. And this they did, without regularly 
ung in, or recording their reaſons of proteſi, and waiting the 
': anfevers, in defence of the lawfulneſs and expediency of 
e laid favs votes afl of them, though parties, practiſers, or 
. | eee e to 5 ſole judges, in Wenne 
7 te; ; g not only proteſters, but ſeparately 
düemlelves, apprevers of their own proteltations. Likewiſe, 
7 ſuſtain themſelves ile gadges and approvers of their own an- 


ro- | 
I" i p the proteſl taken againſt the deci/ion, 1746; yea, and 
che Jiges and condemners ot their brethren's reaſons of proteſt. 


2 ſued their harmznuigus concluding of their aifiirs, who 
hh ge of their owu deed, Thus it may be ſaid, being. 
= Mer owz caſe, they ſeemed juſt, Prov. xviii, 17. and, as: 
3 is: | 


cendeth nat from above. And how evidently null and void is 4 
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it is faid, Luke xvi. 15. they were they that ju/7ifed ihr 
before men. But ſuch practice appears to be 14 e . 
ſuch abomination in the ſight of God, who is the God of 2 
that, on this ground, the /pn2d find that pretended #::1j; | 
conflitutiox to be void and null. " 
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XII. There is juſt the ſame reaſon for nullihing this prot 
fpn2d, and the five acts they mention in the title of their bod 
that the foreſaid ſamous «/embly give, for nullifging the foreh 
pretended aſſembly, and the articles that were concluded the 
commonly called, The five articles of Perth. For, in that 48 
Aſembly 1638, Dec. 4. Sefl. 12. Reaſon 9th. for annullirg 
pretend-d aſſembly holden at Perth, 1618. it is faid, that, +] 
all lawful aſſeinblies the grounds of proceeding were, and uf 
to be, the word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith, und AA 
former General Aſſemblies. But, in this pretended aſſembl 
the ground of their proceeding in voicing, was, the king's eg 


* mandment only: for ſo the queſtion was ſtated, Meter Fit 
« five articles, in reſpect of his Majeſty's c:mmandment, ſtu elpec 
* paſs in att, or not? as the records of that pretended aflemlj the .. 
bear Even ſo, in all lawful ſynods, the grounds of preceed f 
ing were, and uſed to be, the Word of Ged, the Conſeſſſeu al Fat pete 
and Ad, of former General Ajemtlizs, cipecially the: reload © ca; 
Aſemblic: of this national church. But, in this prezer4cd yn par 
the ground of their new conſtitution is a declaration and proteſi gs. 
on, read by Mr. Thomas Mair, containing ſome politive Joomati run, 
aſſertions, without the leaſt proof, warrant, or foundation, eith comm 
from the word of Cod, the Con/efjion of Faith, or gg of form it ha 
general aſſemblies. And, hence, in their 24 afteriing ther ch _ 

cifior 


ſtitution, p 6. it is obſerveable, how they fit down upon tas re 
fourdation, and erect themſelves into a new pretended ſy1rod, 1 
&cor4ing to any one precept of the word of God, nor accord 
to any one article of the Conſeſſion of Faith, nor yet accords 
to any one act of former ſynods or general aſſemblies; but, as tat 
themſelves expreſs it, According ts ide fareſaid declaration al 
« proteflation,” taken by Mr. Thomas Mair. Aud, in the {an 
page it is ſaid, That, in conſequence of the ſorefaid deciarat 
* and proteſiation, the meeting was conflituled a; above. Thi 
the deed, - in conſequence of which, and the rule, according! 
which, this new conftitutian did and does ſubſiſt, is on th 
declaration and proteſtation of a private brother. Which ben 
propoſed, afterwards, by way sf overture among them, the que 
„ tion was put, Approve of the ſaid overture, or nc! And 
carried unanimoufly, approve. Whereupon, they * find, 4 
+, cording to the foreſaid declaration and proteſtation, that tl 
„ lawſul authority and power of the aſſociate ſynod, is Iawful 
and fully, develted upon them, and ie among their hands 
and, That they are the only lawful and rightly conſtituted all 
* ciate ſynod:“ „as the printed records ot that pretended iy! 
bear, p. 6. of their Acts and Proceedings. 
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Thereafter, page 7. in what they call their Act, further afert- 
the conflitution and rights of the Aſjeciate Synod, they pretend 
ond a great many things, the like whereot were never found 
yy any proteſtant churches, nor, for what we know, by any 
wet of Chriſt that ever profoſed to meet in his name; and all, 
i is there ſaid, © Jn conſequence of what has heen found at laſt 
brunt; and, confequently, a-cording ts the forelaid declarati- 
in and proteftation. Whence it necds not be thought ſtrange, 
that it is not ſo much as pretended that the grounds of their con- 
vation and procedure, are either the word of God, the Con- 
lon. of Faith, or Acts of former General Aſſfemblies. For, as 
the yrotefhation forefaid was againſt e votes ot ſynod, carried 
contrary to theſe brethrens min !, which they are pleafed to call 
tay reſolutions ; fo, it is eviderit, the grounds of that ſoreſaid 
troleflation, upon which they found their pretended conſtitution, 
and alſo the conſtitutiam founded therenpon, are directly contrary 
to each of theſe. | 
Firfl, As to the grounds of the ſaid proteftaiion, they conſiſt 
eſpecially of three /alſe charges againſt the ſy nod, for carrying 

the ws foreſaid votes ; namely, 

1. That, by tranſmitting the queſtion beſore them, they ſub- 
jed the dectfion of ſynod, upon a controverſy of faith and 
« caſe of conſcience, unto the conſultation of inferior judicatories, 
' particularly kirk-ſeſſions.“ Page 4. of their Ads and Proteed- 
ines. . Which, as it is a falſe charge, ſreing it was not the deci- 
fin, but the gue/tion concerning the deciſion, fi being a term of 
onmunion or net, that was propoſed to be tranſmitted : ſo, tho? 
it had been the decifron itſelf, yet the trantmilton of it, in the 
ſorm of an overture, having been jinfully neglected before the de- 
cifion, this made it neceſſary duty, even after that raſh decition, 
to trapſmit it to #nſerior /udicarories, that in caſe ſolid arguments, 
ſrom {cripture and reaſon, againſt it, ſhauld have heen offered 
to the ſynod by the church diffuſive, that ſoreſaid decifion might 
have been reverſed ; which would never have been a thame, but 
an honour to the ſynod, to humblc themſelves, by owning har 
they are not infallible: this being no more than we have owned 
in our Confeſſion of Faith, That all ſynods and councils ſince 
the apoſtles time, whether general or particular, may err, and 
many have erred,” | 

Beſides, though we allowed no Anal judgment to inferior judi- .z 
catortes in this point, yet what the brethren here alledge, ſup- | 
poſes as if kirb-/efions were not judves in queltions relating to 
terms of communion, nor were to he reckoned courts of conſcience; 
which is to ſpoil them of their ſcriptural right, and radical power: 
for, as no queſtion can come before a feihon, but what, {ame 
way ar other, belongs to a controverſy of faith, and caſe of con- 
ſctence.; it is ſcarce conceivable how theſe brethren could have, 
in this affair, ſo far contradicted the word of God, and the ap- 
proven cuflom of this church, in her purelt times of reformation, 
and even the former prall ice and det.rmination of the Afociale 
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Synod, who referred the whole affair of the Maſon 6ath tg tir 
ſeſſions, to do in it as they ſaw cauſe. 
Moreover, the foreſaid declaration and proteſtation aſſerts, tha 
the miniſters, in that meeting of ſynod when the breach took place, 
are the proper judges in a controverſy of faith and caſe of con. 
ſecience; and that it is they who cold be judges in the prefers 
* controverſy.” (See alſo page 17. of their Acts and Proceed. 
ings.) Which, as it Smbolizes with Papiſts and Prelatiſts, ang 
is a manifeſt /27ding it over their brethren the elders, and a 14l;, 
that power from them, which the word of God gives them, A; 
xv. 2.— They determined that Paul and Barnabas, and certain 
ther of them, ſhould go up to Feruſalem to the apoiles and eld 
about this queſtion. Ver. 6. And the apoflles and elders came ts. 
gether for to conſider of this matter. Ver. 22. Then pleaſed it th 
apoſiles and elders, with the whole church, ts ſend choſen men # 
their own company to Antioch, &c. Ver. 23. And wrote letter; by 
them after this manner, The apoſtles, and elders, and brethrey, 
ſend greeting. Chap. xvi. 4.—T hey delivered them the decree; for 
to keep, that were ordained of the apoſtles and elders : So it icq 
fevere thruſt at the approven practice of this church in all the peri. 
ods of the Reformation, and particularly in the year 1638, whe 
that Aﬀembly declared the ullity of the pretended aſſembly at 
_ Glaſgow 1610, at Aberdeen 1616, and at Perth 1616, for this, 
as well as for other reaſons, That there were no ruling elders ther: 
with commiſſions from Preſbytcries, But if they be not judge, and 
proper judges of controverſies of faith and caſes of conſcience, it 
was no matter whether they were there or not; ſor he that is 
not properly a judge in any matter, in an eccleſiaſtical court, is 
not preſent there by any divine warrant, as we hold againſt the 
Independents. | 
Further, when ſynods and councils do, miniſterially, deter- 
mine controverſies of faith, and caſes of conſcience, they conſilt 
as well of elders, or of other fit perſons, upon the delegation of 
their churches, as of miniſters, Cox. F Faith, chap. 31. ſect. 2, 3, 
And although the key of &n-wledge or doctrine, which is com- 
monly called the do2matic power, is to be adminiftrated /everal!y 
by each miniſter of the goſpel, in a way of public preaching and 
teaching; yet, conſiſtorially and Hynodically, it belongs allo to 
elders, in the determining of controverſies of faith and caſes ot 
conſcience, And ſince, according to our Directory for church gc. 
vernment, elders are governors to join with minilters in the go- 
vernmeat of church, and that to them it belongs to enquire into 
the knowledge and ſpiritual ate of the congregation ; and that, 
according to our fr/t book of diſcipline, they thould take heed to 
the doctrine and diligence of miniſters; and ſince, according to 
the ſecond book of diſcipline, diſciphne ſtandeth in the correction 
of theſe things that are contrary to God's law, and the elder's 
office is to aſſiſt the miniller in all great and aweighty matters : It 
mult neceſſarily follow, according to the principles of this natio- 
nal church, laid dowa in her ſtandards for doarine and dilcipline, 
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Ie Erbras are properly judges in contreverſies of faith, and 
| 2 F con rience. 1 | 

Bat it is leſs to be admired, that a new wn/tituliong not war- 
ated by the word of God, and the approven ſtandards of this 
durch, ſhould embrace a new principle, not to the edification of 
e church of Ch:iſt, but to the 4% ruction of an office-bearer in 
e houſe of God, when it is conſidered, that, as elders have 
een 4 mean, in the former periods of this church, to ſtop the 
reer and impetuous torrent of defection, carried on moſtly by 
riniſters and others; and a conſiderable number of elders oppo- 
d the driving and dividing meaſures, taken by our brethren, in 
he ſrnod: ſo this method of robling them of their ſpiritual 
t, to judge in controverſies of faith and cafes of conſcience, 
„a manifeſt attempt, by the brethren of the new conſtitution, to 
ke all bars out of the way that would obſtrut their arbitrary 
yafures, And having pretended to aſſume all the power which 
he Lord gave their brethren that differ from them, and endea- 
pured to rob ruling elders of their power, they are now left to 
aim to themſelves the /o/e power to judge of all controverſies of 
ath and caſes of conſcience. 

2. They charge the ſynod with ſuppreſſing light, that was to 
had by reading the reaſons of proteſt and their anſwers, which 
allo a falſe charge: For, in cale it was for light and informa- 
jon to members, the ſynod was content all ſhould be read. But 
e ſeparating breihren evidently deſigned victory more than /;ght: 
or, unleſs their brethren, that proteſted againſt that deciſion, 
would be held as pannels and parties, they themſelves would not 
er them to be read: though yet the ſynod formerly at Stirling, 
ember 1745. when ſome of theſe very brethren were proteſt- 
s againit a delay of this matter, and when a committee of the 
ynod had anſwers in readineſs (o their proteſt, the approbation 
thereof would have decided the affair, theſe brethren, not wil- 
ing to be held parties and pannels, ſtrenuouſly urged that, for 
eace ſake, they might not be read as the Synoad's anfwers, but as 
he ſpeech of any member; which indeed the ſynod then, for peace 
viz, went into. But now when the table is turned, the feparat- 
bg brethren would not exerciſe the ſame /enity, for peace fake, as 
o ſuffer their anſwers to the proteſt againſt the foreſaid deciſion 
o be read, only for Jig/t, without ſtating parties : No; They 
Fould rather daſh in pieces the whole aflociation, and attempt 
de diſſolving the power and authority of the ſynod, and caſt all 
be ſeceding congregations into confuſion, than Joſe the opportu- 
ty, they now reckoned was in their hand, of impoling their 
"ww ſentiments, under the notion of light, upon their brethren, 
ninilters and people, and of cramming down their deciſion as a 
ew ferm of communion, which ſome of them had publick!y done 
fore ever that deciſion was paſſed. | 

It may likewiſe be here noticed, that our brethrens charge, a- 
ent ſuppreſſing light to be had from the reaſons and anſwers, is 
* More unreaſyrable, that it was ibemſe/res only that eccafioned 
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their not being read at that meeting of ſynod immediate jy 
ceeding at Stirling; at which time the brethren that Proteſied 
together with others, did inſiſt earneſtly for their being read. 
3. They charge the ſynod with allowing contradictory oath, an 
a material renguncing and abjaring the whole of the teſtimony : Fo 


obviating which caſumny, it is neceſſary to obſerve, 10 
(t.) That as to the deciſion of a thin Synod, which declared In 
the religious clauſe of ſome burgeſs 9aths to be ſinful, thougꝭ He 
ſynod might ſee ground to reverſe that deciſion directly; yet ſe bo tl 
ing the deciſion itſelf, and the brethrens ſtrenuous defence ther cenſ! 
of, had raiſed fo many doubts about the lawfulneſs of that clan ng | 
in the minds of many perſons; by which means it is indeed rende 
ed unſafe for them that are filled with ſuch doubts to meddic wit any | 
it, in caſe they were called thereunto: And, ſeeing alſo that other 70 
who never formerly queſtioned the lawfulneſs of it, did, or might allt 
think, for avoiding offence, and on ſuch like accounts, that 
it was lawful, yet it was not expedient, for Seceders, during (act cn 
debates amongſt them: Theſe things made it only fair dealingi by 
the ſynod, not fo raſbly to reverſe what was ſo ra/ly decided, H * 
alfo tender dealing with our people's conſciences, which theſe ni 1 
thod#@2a3S/in1:d at the time, however the ſynod be /a/% rx ſhe 
on this head, It was therefore the more neceſlary, when of 
S&Fuples were raiſed, even among ſome members ot ſynod aner a 
it, to tranſmit the queſtion about its being a term of communin 7 
or nat, to the conſideration of interior judicatories, according oli. 
the barrier ach of former General Aſſemblies, for preventing d. 4 7 
viſion. by 
(2.) Their charging the ſynod with a//owing contracidfory cathy " | 
and a material rencuncing and aljuring the whole of the teſtimms, P 
is not only a begging the queſtion that was in debate, and 4 mere a 17 
ſertion, without any procf, but a caſting iniquity upon the 1ynod, 17 
and reproaching them, at the expence of reproaching both ths A 
bond and teſtimony, which they and we embraced : For, as ti: * 
religious clauſe of the burgeſs oath, which was in debate, 63 * 
ſwearing to maintain the ue religion preſently profeſſed and at A 
thoriſed by the laws of the land, renouncing Popery ; 10, it . 
ſwearing of this be a cortradifing-of the band, and an % w 
of the 1eftimeny, then, according to this view, the bond and feſt 8 
mony is a coutradicting, renouncing, and abjuring of t true el. 1 
gion profeſſed and authoriſed te this day, by the laws of the land; 12 
which is ſuch a monſtrous reproach calt upon our bord and 6 
24ny, as may fill peoples minds with Ferrer and aasee, er: 
the quite contrary is the truth, that the ſcope of the teflimmy = K. 
bond is to maintain that true religion profeſſed and authoriſed u pr 
the laws of the land, in oppoſition unto all former and late fie ul 
of deſection therefrom, ar is evident, not only from the 40e 0 TH 
the teſtimony itſelf, but from many dec/aratiuns in the befon y "mn 
it. Inſomuch that this, and the above accuſations, contain „ Tm 
a contradichian to the truth, and a heavy calumny upon the % Bl. 


And thus the brethren have made themſelves not or!) guilty 6 
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n 
ting darkneſs for light, and light for darkneſs, but of a palpa- 
breach of the ninth command, Thou ſhalt nat bear falſe witneſs 
vin thy neighbour ; which, according to our Larger Catechiſin, 
brbiddeth all prejudicing the truth and the good name of our 
beichbours, as well as our own, eſpecially in public judicature; 
dl out-facing and over-bearing the truth, paſſing unjuſt fen- 
ences, calling evil good, and good evil ; perverting the truth 
to a wrong meaning, or in doubtful and equivocal expreſſions, 
to the prejudice of truth or juſtice ; raſh, harſh, and partial 
cenfuriog ; miſconſtruing intentions, words, and actions; raiſ- 


and ſtopping our ears againſt jult defence.“ Cc. together with 
any ſcriptures there cited for proof. Thus the grounds of the 
ethrens proteſiation, upon which they founded their pretended 
ifitution, are evidently contrary to the word of Cod, the Con- 
for of Faith, and all As of General Aſemblies relative to any 
ch moral evils. 

Theſe three things above-mentioned, are the grounds upon 
hich ſtands the foreſaid Declaration and Proteſtation; and in 
hich it is declared, that the members of Synod, therein diſtin- 
liked from the reſt of the members of it, « ought—to take up 
and exerciſe 'the authority and power of the Aſſociate Synod, 
lawfully and fully Gevolved upon them as above; and, for this 
end, to meet to-morrow at ten of the clock forenoon, in Mr, 
Gid's houſe, that they may regularly enter upon, and proceed 
u the buſineſs of the ſynod.“ From which words it is proven, 
It of their own mouth, that the ſynod they pretend to conſti- 
te, is a guite other Synod than that which met, April 7th, in 
rilto kirk, and from which they ſeparated themſelves ; and that 
$a meeting of ſome members of ſynod, aſſuming to themſelves, 
I preſuming, as they word it, ts take up, and exerciſe the au- 
wily and power of the Afſiciate Synsd. By which they own 
re is anther aſſociate ſynod, which they have r of their 
wer and authority, by a mere alledging that it is fully and law- 
lj devolved upon them: Thus declaring lauſul what God de- 
ares bateful, ſaying, I the Lord love judgment, I hate rubbery 
r burnt-offering, Iſa. Ixi. 8. At this rate, and by the ſame 
Aon, any dif/obliged handful of a court, pretending to be the 
yority of the legal members of it, may riſe up, in the midſt of 
e court, and declare and proteſt, that they ought to take up, 
d exerciſe the power and authority of the court, as lawfully 
volved upon them; and, for this end, meet elſewhere, and 
er upon and proceed in the buſinefs of the court, and yet aver; 
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F „ they do it regularly. Surely ſuch a practice ſtands fo dired- - 
Au oppolite to the word of God, and che light of nature, that it 
7 0 uld difo{ve all courts, civil and eccleſiaſtical, upon the face of 
„ oO. aft, and urn the whole world into confuſion and diſorder, 
bots the God of peace cannot be the author of, 1 Cor. xiv, 33. 
Gm. Cd is nt the author of confuſion, but of peace, as in all ths 
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ing falſe rumours ; receiving and countenancing evil reports, 
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_ Secondly, As the grounds of the ſaid Declaration and Proteſt 
tion, upon which their pretended conſtitution is founded, 2 
contrary to the word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith, and a; 
of General Aſſemblies; ſo the Conſtitution itſelf, and their Az 
and Proceedings thereupon, are contrary to each of theſe, 
which Acts and Proceedings, they pretend to fnd, upon the fore 
ſaid grounds, That they ought—to conſider upon calling 6 
* ſynod unto an account for their conduct, according to th 
* order and diſcipline of the Lord's houſe ;' yea, to u that th 
* ſynod is highly cenſurable, and hath fallen from all right wy 
title to any preſent actual exerciſe of the keys of the kingdod 
of heaven, committed by the Lord Jeſus to the office. beate 
* of his houſe, Which ſoreſaid conſtitution, acts, and proce 
dure, are hereby declared to be, 

1//, Contrary to the word of God: and particularly, 

1. Contrary to ſuch ſcriptures, wherein a /ordly power and 
211191 over our brethren is condemned: ſuch as, Matth. xx, 2; 
26. Jeſus called unto him, and ſaid, Ye know that the Prin: 
« of the Gentiles exerciſe dominion over them, and they thaty 
great exerciſe authority upon them; but it thall not be ſawil 
* you; but whoſoever will be great among you let him be yo 
* miniſter.* 3 John ver. 9, 10. I wrote unto the church; bt 
* Diotrephes, who loveth to have the pre-eminence among ther 
© receiveth us not: Wherefore, if I come, I will remember h 
© deeds which he doth, pratting againſt us with malicious word 
and, not content therewith, neither doth he himfelt receretl 
* brethren, and forbiddeth them that would, and calteti the 
© out of the church.“ Ezzk. xxxiv. 4. The diſeaſed have pen 
* ſtrengthened, neither have ye healed that which was lick, nt 
* ther have ye bound up that which was broken, neither have) 
brought again that which was driven away, neither hate! 
* ſought that which was loſt; but with force, and with cryel 
© have ye ruled them.“ 2 Cor. x. 8. where the authority wh 
the Lord hath given to his ſervants, is ſaid to be * for edincats 
and not for deſtruction.“ And chap. xiii. 10.— © According 
the power which the Lord hath given me to edification and 
to deſtruction.“ 2 Cor, i. 24. Not for that we have domad 
over your faith, but are helpers of your joy.“ 1 Pet. . 
Neither as being lords over God's heritage, but being ent 
to the flock.” Iſa. Ixvi. 5. Hear the word of the Lord, 
that tremble at his word; your brethren that hated you, 
« caſt you out for my name's ſake, ſaid, Let the Lord be g 
« fied; But he ſhall appear to your joy, and they ſnall be aſham 

2. Contrary to ſuch ſcriptures as condemn a /aſfty and r 
ing, whether publickly or privately : ſuch as, John vii. 23. N 
not according to the appearance, but judge righteous judge 
Verſe 51. * Doth our law judge any man before it hear 
and know what he doth ? Acts xxiii, 3.— Sitteſt chou 10 fü 
me after the law, and commandeſt me to be ſmitten con 
© to the law? Rom. xiv, 10, * But why doſt thou judge UW? 1 


(PP 
ther? or why doſt thou ſet at nought thy brother? For we ſhall 
al] ſtand before the judgment-ſeat of Chriſt. Verſe 13. Let 
1s not thereſore judge one another any more; but judge this 
father, that no man put a ſtumbling-block, or an occaſion to 
all, in his brother's way.“ James iv. 11, 12. * Speak not evil 
ane of another, brethren. He that ſpeaketh evil of his brother, 
and judgeth his brother, ſpeaketh evil of the law, and judgeth 
the law : but if thou judge the Jaw, thou art not a doer of the 
law, but a judge. There is one lawgiver, who is able to ſave 
and to deſtroy: who art thou that judgeſt another?“ Chap. ĩi. 4. 
Are ye not then partial in yourſelves, and are become judges of 
evil thoughts?“ Zech. viii. 16. — © Speak ye every man the 
truth to his neighbour : execute the judgment of truth and 
peace in your gates. Prov. xix. 2. — * He that haſteth with 
his feet ſinneth.“ 

3. Contrary to ſuch ſcriptures as 1njoin decency and good order 
the houſe of Cod: ſuch as, 1 Cor. xiv. 40. Let all things be 
done decently, and in order.” Ver. 33. For God is not the 
author of confuſion, but of peace, as in all churches of the 
ſaints,” Pſalm exxii. 3, 4, 5. « Jerufalem is builded as a city, 
that is compact together: whither the tribes go up, the tribes 
of the Lord, unto the teſtimony of Itrae], to give thanks anto 
the name of the Lord. For there are ſet thrones of judgment: 
the thrones of the houſe of David.“ Ifa. xxix. 16. * Surely your 
turning of things upſide down ſhall be eſteemed as the potter's 
clay.“ 1 Chron. xv. 13.— The Lord our God made a breach 
vpon us, for that we ſought him not after the due order.” 

4. Contrary to ſuch ſcriptures as require «unity amongſt bre- 
iren, and concord in the Lord: ſuch as, Prov. xxv. 8. Go not 
torth haſtily to {trive, leſt thou know not what to do in the end 
thefeof, when thy neighbour hath put thee to ſhame.” 1 Cor. 
19. Now I beſeech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, that ye all ſpeak this ſame ching, and that there be 
no diviſions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together 
in the ſame mind, and in the ſame judgment.“ Eph, iv. 
Endeavouring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of 
peace.” Gal. v. 15, But it ye bite and devour one another, 
take heed that ye be not conſumed one of another.” Chap. 1i. 
„ 12. But, when Peter was come to Antioch, I withſtood him 
to the face, becauſe. he was to be blamed. For, before that 
certain came from james, he did eat with the Gentiles: But, 
when they were come, he withdrew, and ſeparated himſelf.” 
Ov. vi. 16, 19. Theſe fix things doth the Lord hate, — him 
that ſoweth diſcord among brethren.” 1 Tim. vi. 4, 5. — * Dot- 4 
ing about queſtions and ſtrifes of words, whereof cometh envy, © . | 
rife, railings, evil ſurmiſings, perverſe diſputings of men of. 
corrupt minds.“ Chap. i. 4, 6. * Neither give heed to fables, 2 
and endleſs genealogies, which miniſter queſtions, rather than 4k 
$odly edifying, which is in faich : from which ſome having 
Iverved, have turned atide unto vain jangliag.' 2 Tim. ii. 14, 


e n 5 8 
n N N 2 ve 
1 „ x ? * ; — 1 5 y 
/ "4 , \ \ 4 X q * \ 
: 
l * 
*** , 


4 
| 
: 
| 
| 

1 
1 


1 * 


* 
——ñ—— — 


'F 
. 2 ** 4 \ 2 
oy " : 


4 * Þ " * + 41S \ F G 
ROT "oy Nr 1 ann os, 2 
1 He LL as os - 5 p "T3. p of > b & r * * o 1 . 
bs * b 2 2 os F N 


| BY. EY - | - » | 
Of theſe things put them in rememberance, charging th 


> 4 — AS" Fa; SOARES; 
: 5 


* 


1 
4 


* " 

4 * F | 
1 ; _ 
"(© too 


* 


+© before the Lord, that they ſtrive not about words to ng Prof 
but to the ſubverting of the hearers.“ Verſe 2 3. But focht 


© and unlearned queſtions avoid, knowing that they do gen el 
'* ſtrifes.” Tit. iii. 9. But avoid fooliſh queſtions and genea] or 
* gies, and contentions, and [trivings about the law; for th i, 
are unprofitable and vain.” | d | 


Whatever charity this ſynod maintains towards their ſeparatit 
brethren, yet they judge that the above and like ſcriptures, frk 
evidently againſt their ſeparation, conſtitution, acts, and proceed ell 
aps. 

2dly, As the ſaid conſtitution, acts, and proceedings, are 6 
frary to the word of G:d ; fo, likewiſe, contrary to the C aſe; 
of Faith, founded upon the ſcriptures. As, particularly, ca 
trary to Chap. 31. Gf Hnodi ard councils, parag. 2. where it 
ſaid of miniſters of Chriſt, that, they, with other fir perſors ula 


© upon delegation from their churches, may meet together in ſur eſo 
© affemblies.* Which ſhews, that, according to our Confei 0c 
of Faith, the elders that met in that pretended ſynod had ye righ e . 
to ſit there, having had % delegation from their churchs | 


Parag. 3. where it is ſaid, even of lawful ſynods and council rat 
that their * decrees and determinations are to be received, onh 
upon this condition, if conſonant to the word of God.” Hend 


it may be gathered, from our Confeſſion, what entcriainnerf wrl 
ſhoujd be given to them, when neither the 6% of th 
ſynod itſelf, nor their decrees, are conſonant to the word of God tate 
Chap. 20. Parag. 2. God alone is Lord of the conſcience, a mat 
* hath leſt it ſree from the doctrines and commandments of ries con 
* which are, in any thing, contrary to his word; or belid: it, | tion 
* mattersof faith, or worthip : fo that, to believe /uch He 

or to obey ſuc commands, out of conſcience, is to betray tri tran 
liberty of conſcience: and the requiring of an iniplicit ſaith, an he 1 
an abſolute and Hind obedience, is to deſtroy liberty of conſciete c 


and reaſon alſo.” Parag. 4. They who, upon pretence c 
* chriltian liberty, thall oppoſe any lawful power, or the dau reth 
* exerciſe of it, whether it be civil or eccleſtaſtical, reſiſt the ori 3 
* nance of God. And, for their publiſhing of ſuch opinions, 01 lone 


* maintaining of ſuch practices, as are contrary to the light e be /h 
nature, or to the known principles of chriſtianity : —or ſuch d. re ei 

* roneous opinions or practices, as either in their own rature, 0 
in the manner of publiſhing or maintaining them, are 4. 
* ta the external peace and order which Chriſt Bath cf(45/i/cd "pc! 

* the church, they may lawfully be called to account, and pro 
* ceeded againſt by the cenſures of the church, and by the power fen. 
* of the civil magiſtrate.” Hence, according to our Conteilion, ſet 
that pretended ſy nod's requiring an implicit faith, and blind a. and 
© dience to their unſcriptural and unwarrantable ac, is to diſbo- Lil 
nour God, who alone is Lord of the conſcience, and to 4% 1 
liberty of conſcience, and reaſon alſo. Hence, likewiſe, thel 111 


To MY invading the authority of the ſynod, pp, their lawſul pow he 
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* 
che Jawful'exerciſe of it, and thereupon preſuming to rob their 
hren of all right and title to any preſent actual exerciſe of 
ie keys of the kingdom of heaven, committed by the Lord 


ording to our Confeſſion of Faith, with the fin and guilt of 
ling the ordinance of God, And, hence alſo, their opinions 
d practices, which, in their own nature, and in the anner 
rati rein they have publiſhed them, are deſtructive to the external 
(rk ce and order which Chriſt hath eſtabliſhed in the church, (as 
ell as contrary to the very light of nature, and to the known 
nciples of chriſtianity,) are crimes of a very heinous nature,— 
bus their conſtitution, acts, and proceedings, are contrary to the 
weſion of Faith. | 

300, They are contrary to the 42s of former Synods and Ge- 
ral Aſſemblies. Not only contrary to our «w# former acts; par- 
ularly, that for renewing the covenant, and the hend, wherein 
e ſolemnly engaged to ſtrengthen one another's hands; but 
o contrary to the acts of /ormer General Aſſemblies, ſuch as, 
e tel ſth Act of that famous General 4/embly 1638, above 
entioned, condemning the frx pretended afſemblies, there enu- 


ett 
Tong 
1 ſue 
Fall l 


Hoh 
_ 1 


mcih rated, with the reaſons of annulling them. Contrary alſo, to 
oe Ads of theſe reforming Aſemnblies. 1 639, 1640, and 1647. 
Heng ent novations, ordaining, That no novation which may dif- 


ment wrb the peace of the church, and make diviſion, be ſuddenly 
F th proponed and enacted : but ſo as the motion be firſt communi- 
ated to the ſeveral Synods, Preſbyteries, and Kirks, that the 
, . matter may be approved by all at home, and commiſſioners may 
come well prepared, unanimouſly to conclude a ſolid delibera- 
tion upon theſe points in the General Aſſembly.“ The Act of 
ſenbly 1641, ordaius, according to that foreſaid AR, * and that 
tra ranſgreſſors thereof be cenſured by Preſbyteries and Synods.“ 
„ a be violation of theſe excellent barrier 47s of our reformation, 
1:00 one of the ſpecial charges, juſtly laid againſt the prevailing 
ce ry in che judicatories of the eſtabliſhed church, by the four 

ren, at their firſt ſtating of their /ece/ion, See reaſons, by 
Ir, Ebenezer Erſkine, Mr. William Wilſon, Mr. Alexander 
©, MF oncrieff, and Mr, james Fiſher, avby e have not acceded to 
ht of e judicatories of the eſtabliſhed church, p. 6. where, when they 
ſe enumerating what were chicfly and ſpecially the grounds of 
vir ſeceding from the then prevailing party, as publiſhed and 
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Jeſus to the office-bearers of his houſe,” renders them chargeable, 
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Fired upon in their Teſtimony, the fr ground of ſeceſſion © 


lich they mention is this, „That the prevailing party, at thar 
ume, in the judicatories of the church, did brea# down the 


per fences and guards which former General Aſſemblies had wiſely. 
Hog, ſet up againſt innovations in the doctrine, worthip, government, 
| and diſcipline of this church.” | | 
i{ho- Likewiſe theſe brethrens conduct here, is directly contrary to 
anime judgment, and uniform practice of the church of 


Ward, in her beſt reforming\times; witnel(s the aſſembly 1641. 


wer, their enſwers to the Englith miniſters. letter anent the form of 
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: Kirk-government, where they have theſe words, Our ann 


made a lerm of miniſterial and Chriſtian communion, 0r yy 
> cording te the barrier Acts, and declared judgment und prove: 
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judgment, and uniform practice is, that, according to the, 
der of the reformed kirks, and ordinance of God in his w 
not only the ſolemn execution of eccleſiaſtical power and a 
« thority, but the whole acts and exerciſe thereof, do Proper 
belong to the officers of the kirk; yet, ſo that, in matter, 
chiefeſt importance, the tacit conſent of the CONgregation | 
bad, before their decrees and ſentences receive final execyting 
In conformity to this, we find it was the conſtant practice of i 
church, in theſe reforming times, before any act was paſſed 
importance, relating either to the worſhip, government, or d 
trine, they ſought, not only the approbation of inferior judicat 
ries, ſuch as pre/byterizs and kirk-ſefſions, as above, but alſo th 


led 3 

ſatisfaction of al/ the congregation. Hence, among the unprin WM of t 
Ads of Aſjembly 1645, we read, Sz. 6. * Invitation of all wh of re 
bad ſcruples concerning the Directory (for worſhip, ) to addr this 


* themſelves to the committee, for reſolution. Seff. 7. Im 
tation again of all that had ſcruples or doubts concerning 
* Dired,ry, to addreſs themſelves to the committee for reſolution 
Seſſ. 13. Reference of the propoſitions concerning government 
© to the committee for the Directory. And Seff. 14. Invitatio 
of any that had doubts concerning the propoſitions of govern 
ment, &c. to come to the committee for reſolution.” Bute 
ſpecially this was practiſed with reference to doctrine. Henes 
among the unprinted Ads of the 4ſembly 1647, before the Welt 
minſter Confeflion of Faith was received, we read, Seſſ. 4. ln 
« vitation of all that had objections againſt any thing in the Con 
« feffion, to repair to the committee.“ Seſſ. 19. Invitations 
all to propone their doubts or objections, againſt any head of 
article in the Confeſſion of Faith to the committee,” And 
Sef. 15. Invitation of all that had any ſcruples or objection 
concerning the article in the Confeſſion of Faith, to propons 
the ſame to the committee. The ſame practice, we find, is 
ſollowed in the Ad of Aſembly approving the Larger Catechilm; 
inſomuch that nothing was ever more remote from the 4 and 
Practices of the former reforming General Aſſemblies of this church, 
than impoſing any of their decrees, and ſentences of importance 
upon the conſciences, either of courts or congregations, Without 
their approbation and conſent firlt ſought, in order to concludt 
a ſolid deliberation thereupon, agreeable to their own Act 1639, 
above-mentioned, anent novalisns. | 
Now 5 beſore a new conſtitutian, with neu terms of COMMUNI 
and the like, which are remarkable novations, tending to didturb 
the peace of the church, and make diviſion, ſurely theſe acts and 
practices ought to have been obſerved. But, as che ſeparitiny 
brethren oppoſed the motion of the ſynod, for tranſmitting d 
preſbyteries and kirk- ſeſſions, the queſtion about the deciſion ane 
"the religious clauſe of ſome Burgeſs Oaths, whether it could 3 
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ing [aſſemblies :; ſo it is no wonder that they were left 
to take ſuch a diviſive courſe as that of a new pretended con- | 
tion, and an aſſumed power of enacting as they did, contrary 
and in open contempt of theſe reformation Act, of which 
were ſo frequently put in mind. | ; 
Their conſtitution, acts, and procedure, therefore, being con- 
to the Word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith, and the Ads 
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ton! reforming General Aſſemblies, inſtead of being any way agree- " 
uta e chereto, or founded thereon, this ſynod fad, that foreſaid by. 
of th eeting in Mr. Gib's houſe, to be (as the 4/ermbly 1639, expreſs | 
fled emſelves, concerning the {x corrupt Aſſemblies, in their A, 

r dog 


fs. Aug. 17th. containing the cauſes and remedies of the hy- 
ne evils of the kirk) * NULL and UNLAWFUL, as being cal- 
ed and conſtituted quite contrary to the order and conſtitutions 
of this kirk, received and practiſed ever ſince the reformation 
of religion, and withal labouring to introduce novations into 
this kirk, againſt the order and religion eſtabliſhed :' Tugxx- 
dat the Synod, now conſtituted in the name and authority of 
wr Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the only King and Head of his church, 
1D, and hereby DO, according to the laudible example of the 
refaid reforming Aſſembly 1638, CONDEMN and ANNUL 
be foreſaid PRETENDED SYNOD that firſt met in Mr. Gib's houſe 
Briſto, near Edinburgh, April 1oth, 1747, and DO DECLARE 
ach meeting of that pretended Synod, to have been unfree, un- 
ful, null, and diſorderly meetings, and never to have had, 
or hereafter to have, any ecclæſiaſtical authority; and their con- 
aon, to have been, and to be of 20 force, vigeur, or efficacy; 
rohibiting all defence and obſervance of them, by any under the 
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0n o pection of this SY NOD: and ordain the foregoing reaſons of 
ade nallity of the foreſaid pretended conflitution, to be inſerted in 
au e records of this Srxop, and publiſhed to the world. 4 
Yo 4 


Extraded by 


DANIEL COCK, Syn. Cle. 
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1 5 75 * A. RNS of a patophlet, intitled, Alfericus ; inquiey ing 
e Burgeſs oaths, of Edinburgh, Perth, and Glafgow; where, 
Fs 55 the molt material arguments againſt the Burgeſs oath, are * 
. partially weighed and examined. By the Rev. Mr James Fiſher 
"0 "Ik, The Lawfulneſs of the religious clauſe of ſome Burgeſs oath 
ech is fereral remarks upbn ſome notes of Sermon, 
3 $4 Op Rex Mr. Ralph Erfkine. 
1 „I. The Act of Parliament relative to the Confeſhog [Fa * ih 
4 feriling Preſbyterian Church Government at che * 
un, 1520. with reinarks thereon, By Mr. George Paton 
; The true State of the Queltion, pu which. a bre 4 N 
N. ed whe Ailotiate Synod, at Edinburgh, Thurſday 4 pri! g;h, 
9 By the Rev. Mr. Ebenezer Erikine. ä 
V. A Narrative ofthe ſeparation of the majority of the Mem, 
ver of the Wilociate Freſbytery of Dunfermline, at Perth, 10 
ce, 1747 ; with a double of the minules of the ſaid {eparat | 
= 2 NG. "ape A wits remarks thereon, By the Rev. Mr. Johnito n. 
- 25 Fancy vo Faich; or, a ſeaſonable admonition and warnt 
* 5 55 5 Breeders, Againſt che linfül coültitution of ſome brethren 6 
2 2 a protenued judicatory, with remarks on their Acts aud Proceed. 
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2 Se, By the Rev. Mr. Ralph N N 
. The Ac of the Aﬀociate Synod, met at Stirling, Oct. 24th, 


1747. declaring the Nu Uity of the afctedi ed Synod, chat! 
eee iu, Mr. 8 houſe in Briſto, April 1oth, 1547. 
VIII. The New Conllitation of the pretended Synod which 
edn fn Mr. Git's houſe, April 10h, 17 47» Unmaſk. d; with 
"8D 'F bone adyſecs' te Chriſtians on the preſent diſpenſation of prov 
By W Byehe Rev. Mr. William Hutton. 
IX. A eviewaf Mr. Gib's Remarks, againſt a late 
Fe, Jane 2d; 1542. Bythe Rev. Mr. Ralph Eelkide 
L. Anſwers: the Six Queries, propoſed on a Lord's d . 
e Ihe afloviate; congregation of + Mearns, by Mr. 2 Irs 
Thomſon, as unanſw Stable: together with ſome Queitioas « oftercd 
to the faid Mr. Thoaiſon's 805 conſideration. 
XI. Obſervations upon the Condutt of ye ſeparating . 0 
in two. Parts; with Fancy fill no Faith. By Mr. Ralph! Ext 
XII. The "third Prgof of Fancy vo Faith. In ee e 
ich the Anitradverſions attainted, being the fourth prov! 
\ Fancy no Faith. By the Rev, Mr, Ralph "Erſkine. 
5 3 XII. The religious Clauſe of the Burgeſs Oath vindic; 
and the Contitution of ſome brethren, and their dre con 
Udered. By the Rev. Mr. Robert Shirra. Ter” 
3 MA, Pence and Unity deſended; in which the ſtate ch“ 
Wh . 7 5 between the two bodies of Seceders are enquired 11110, 
* And this Cenfures copiouſly conſidered; By Mr. Willian 52 ny 
v. A Sarvezof the Controverſy reſpecting the Burgels ©"! 
er Cond 19 * 8 ehr By the Rev. Mt 


